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Introduction;

Part I

Part I is Section I of the Urban Growth Boundary Findings dated
November, 1978 and first adopted by Metro in January 1979. It
addresses factors 1 and 2 of the Land Conservation and Development
Commission's Goal #14 Urbanization, which states, in part:
"1.
"2.

Demonstrated need to accomodate long-range urban growth
requirements consistent with LCDC goals;
Need for housing, employment opportunities and
livability;"

Part I shows the technical forecasts of land required to meet future
demands including a surplus to meet market inefficiencies.
The Urban Growth Boundary findings adopted by the CRAG Board on
November 16, 1978 were prepared prior to completion of CRAG'S annual
review and amendment process. During this process, the Board acted
on ten petitions for amendment to the UGB, resolved six study areas
in each of which an urban designation was recommended for all or
part and approved administrative resolutions of most remaining urban
Type II boundaries.
The net effect of the Board's subsequent actions, coupled with other
technical corrections, was to reduce the total amount of urbanizable
land assumed to be inside of the UGB by 2990 acres, leaving a total
of 223,730 urban acres. This is a 1.3% reduction of urban land
supply and when compared to projected land needs to the year 2000,
results in a deficit of 11,269 acres, or 5% of the total urban land
supply. This does not change the original conclusion of the
findings, that enough land is included inside of the UGB to meet
land needs to the year 2000. The excess of land need over supply is
not over 10% of total land supply and, therefore, falls within the
accepted limits for measured land supply.
The resulting total acreage by category and by county for land
inside the UGB is as follows:
Present
Urban

50%
Unconstrained Constrained
Vacant
Vacant

Total

Clackamas

29,232.4

20,632.7

2,779.8

52,644.9

Multnomah

78,346.3

20,997.6

4,045.0

103,388.9

Washington

33,360.8

32,067.3

2,268.1

67,696.2

140,939.5

73,697.6

9,092.9

223,730.0

Total

This table replaces Table 8 of the adopted UGB Findings. The format
of the two tables is identical except that "Study Area" and "Margin
Area" categories used in Table 8 have been elimi- nated and all
available land within the UGB has been incorporated into the

remaining categories by county. The numbers in the above table
differ from those that would have resulted from this change alone
because acreage assumptions for land in study areas and land
affected by petitions and Type II boundary resolutions have been
replaced by measurements of actual acreage changes resulting from
Board action; and corrections to the land use inventory have been
made as a result of review by local planners and CRAG/Metro staff.
The major Board actions which affected the assumptions about available urban land used in the adopted UGB Findings were:
(a)

The resolution of the Happy Valley Study Area added 1333
acres to the UGB area which had previously been excluded
from the assumptions;

(b)

The resolution of the Rock Creek Study area eliminated
1300 acres from the UGB which had previously been included
in the assumptions;

(c)

Approval of petition #6 by Michael Schmauch (west of the
Rock Creek Study Area) eliminated 1460 acres from the UGB
which had previously been included in the assumptions; and

(d)

Denial of petition #7 (West Union) by CRAG staff added 520
acres to the UGB which had previously been excluded from
the assumptions.

Together, these changes account for a net reduction of 907 acres in
land assumed to be urban at the time the findings were prepared.
Finally, LCDC ruled in January, 1979, that Metro no longer had
jurisdiction over the Satellite cities of Canby, Estacada, Molalla,
Gaston, Banks, North Plains and the Mt. Hood Corridor. Therefore
the land supply and demand data presented in Part I is greater than
is now included for the UGB. Part II, Chapter I, shows the
corrections (see Table 1, Chapter I, Part I I ) .
RB:bk
5631A
0076A
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Summary and Conclusions
The conclusion of this analysis is the validity of the December 22,
1976, Board-adopted UGB. Some 235,000 acres are projected to be
consumed by urban uses by the year 2000 including a 25 percent
vacant-land factor . This is approximately 8,280 acres more than the
226,720 acres (+ 10 percent) measured within the UGB. The deficit
is 3.5 percent of total projected land use and, unlike the measurements of physical land area which are accurate to within + 10 percent of total land, no such levels of accuracy can be placed on a
23-year projection of land requirements.
The assumptions underlying the projected land requirements are:
1.

Population
a.
The projection made for the "208" Water Quality Management
Plan is used. CRAG's Transportation Planning Division has
more recent forecasts showing four alternative growth
paths. Three of those four project lower population growth
than do the "208" projections.
b.
Family size is expected to decrease to 2.5 persons per
family by the year 2000. Slight changes in this factor can
change the total number of households drastically.
c.
The non-UGB areas are not expected to grow in population
over the next 23 years.

2.

Housing
a.
The mix of single and multiple-family dwellings is projected to shift considerably from current levels of approximately 72 percent single-family and 28 percent multifamily
to a 65/35 percent split. Failure to achieve that ratio
would increase land requirements nearly proportionately.
b.
Single-family densities will decline for the whole region
over the next 23 years, but densities in suburban areas
will increase from approximately 3.6 to 4.04 units per net
acre. Any percentage change from that will alter proportionately the land required for single-family residences.
c.
Multi-family densities have less impact on land requirements than do single-family densities, but the impacts are
still significant, and wide variations of these densities
are possible.
d.
Vacancy rates of 2.5 percent for single-family and 7 percent for multiple-family units are infrequently found in
the market. Planning for these as the average annual rate
by year 2000 may be high.
e.
Overall housing densities (multiple-family and singlefamily) will increase from 5.9 to 6.0 units per acre.

3.

Employment
a.
Employment forecasts are not included in the "208" population forecast. Therefore, the "Series 2" employment forecasts from the CRAG Transportation Planning Division are
used. The corresponding Series 2 population forecast very
nearly equals the "208" projection.

v

b.

c.

The labor force participation rate is assumed to increase
from 45 percent of the total population in 1975 to 52 percent in year 2000. Variations in the participation rate
would change the population forecasts.
Estimates of labor-to-land ratios are riot projected per
se. Primarily, the data reflects new industrial and commercial developments' ratios of labor-to-land.

4.

Public and Semi-public: Public and semi-public land use is expected to decrease from 40.9 percent of total land use to 37.5
percent. Slight changes significantly impact land requirements.

5.

Market Factors
a.
A vacant-land factor of 25 percent of total developed land
is assumed to be necessary to maintain acceptable choices
of size and price of land parcels to the year 2000. Selection of this factor will be discussed more fully in the
findings.
b.
Factors other than gross land availability affect market
price and conversion of non-urban land to urban uses.
These include how land parcelling meets buyers' needs, its
location, access, physical characteristics and public services available. All of these factors are not known, nor
is their relative contribution to land price.

6.

UGB Management.
a.
The UGB is assumed to be a long-term, instrument that will
stabilize future land-use policies. It is not designed to
stop population or employment growth.
b.
The efficiency of land-use, preservation of prime agricultural lands for agricultural use and improved efficiency of
public facilities and services comprise the objectives of
the UGB.
c.
Policies are adopted by the CRAG Board to implement the
Boundary.
d.
CRAG is committed to provide land-market monitoring to
assess UGB impacts (costs and benefits).

Other less significant assumptions are discussed in the findings.
The precision of forecasting future urban land requirements is not
quantifiable. It depends on even broader assumptions than those
listed above, including government land-use policies and a multitude
of economic and social values. Future government policies in housing, for instance, are expected to follow the CRAG adopted "Initial
Housing Policies" which sets policies to . . . "support measures . .
designed to achieve more efficient use of residential land . . .
through more reliance on compact and/or smaller single-family building sites . . ." (p. 14). Current Oregon land-use laws tend to support society's increased valuation of land by setting policies to
curb "excessive" urbanization of land. Estimating how future government officials, such as local planning commissions, will carry
out the housing policies of denser residential development cannot be
predicted, only assumed.

VI

The final proposed solution to this dilemma is that the UGB as
adopted by the Board be retained. The bases of this recommendation
are:
1.

Projected land requirements plus the 25 percent vacant-land factor are within the levels of accuracy for the land supply.
There may be enough land.

2.

With 25 percent of total projected land use in the year 2000 expected to be vacant, it may be reasonably assumed that the land
market will not be affected for some years into the future.

3.

CRAG's work plan for this fiscal year contains a project that
will develop a land market monitoring system. It will measure
changes in land prices and vacant land quantities. This will
help determine the UGB effect on land development. Eighteen
months will be required to develop and test the system with interim results available within the first 12 months.

Vll

Population Projections and Residential Land Requirements
Table 1 is a presentation of predicted population and residential
land requirements within the UGB to the year 2000.
Total SMSA population is expected to increase by 42 percent over the
estimated 1977 level to 1,612,050. Subtracting the projected Clark
County total results in a projected Oregon SMSA population of
1,361,850. The population living in group quarters (such as nursing
homes) is expected to remain constant at two percent of the SMSA
total. Since group quarters usually are commercial or semi-public
facilities, they have been included in the projections of commercial
land requirements and thus subtracted from Table 1 to avoid doublecounting. The projected SMSA population requiring housing, net of
Clark County and group-quartered residents, is estimated to be
1,334,613 in the year 2000.
The net Oregon SMSA population residing within the UGB is estimated
to increase from 93 percent of the total SMSA in 1977 to 95 percent
in the year 2000. The former figure is based on CRAG estimates
which considered census data, building permits and land use surveys. The latter figure was estimated following discussion with
several city and county planners who felt that successful implementation of the UGB would sufficiently limit urban growth outside the
UGB and reduce, in relative terms, that area's share of the SMSA
population. This estimate is dependent on the future extent to
which rural land-use designations are subverted and land use variances are granted in non-UGB areas. If 95 percent of the Oregon
SMSA population reside within the UGB, the UGB will be required to
house 1,267,883 persons in the year 2000. Total UGB population is
further reduced to 1,265,410 assuming Happy Valley remains a rural
land-use area. (See Appendix 1 regarding Happy Valley.)
This population is assumed to comprise 506,164 households. Household size is asssumed to decrease to 2.5 persons per household in
2000. This decrease is based on recent trends related to birth
rates (decreasing), divorce rates (increasing), marriage rates (decreasing) and life-span of the population (increasing).
Some 189,558 multi-family housing units and 337,232 single-family
housing units are projected to be needed to house the "within UGB"
population in the year 2000. These figures allow for projected vacancy rates of seven percent and two and one-half percent, respectively, derived from historic surveys of housing occupancy. The
housing composition, prior to being inflated by vacant units, is
assumed to consist of 35 percent multi-family units (MFU) and 65
percent single-family units (SFU) in the year 2000.
Table 2 will further clarify the projected housing composition. The
1970 housing composition consisted of 26 percent MFU and 74 percent
SFU. In 1975, MFUs accounted for 28 percent of the housing stock.
A continuation of this five-year trend to the year 2000 would result
in a housing stock consisting of 38 percent multi-family units and
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3.

2.

1.

UGB Population (from l.f.(2))
Households (2.5 persons/household)
Multi-family units required
(1) 1977 actual
(2) 2000 (35% of 2b + 7% vacant)
Single-family units required
(1) 1977 actual
(2) 2000 (65% of 2b + 2.5% vacant)
Multi-family unit land requirements
(1) 1977 actual (21.72 units/acre)
(2) 2000 (17 units/acre)
Single-family Unit Land Requirements
(1) 1977 actual (4.53 units/acre)
(2) 2000 (4.4 units/acre)
Total residential land requirements

Multi-family Units (50.8% of total)
(1) Acres required (2e(2) - 2e(l))
(2) Density (3a
3a(l))

Single-family units (49.2% of total)
(1) Acres required (2f(2) - 2f(l))
(2) Density (3b
3b(l))

a.

b.

Projected New Residential Construction

g.

f.

e.

d.

a.
b.
c.
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61,767

56,839

4,928

257,246

107,045

1,132,200
Total SMSA
164,000
Clark County (-)
968,200
Oregon SMSA
19,364
Group Quarters (2% of l.c.) (-)
948,836
Net Oregon SMSA
UGB Population
882,417
(1) 93% of 1.e., 1977
(2) 95% of1.e.,2000(--Happy Valley)

Residential Land Requirements

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

Population

1977

76,644
87,795

11,151

337,232

189,558

1,265,410
506,164

1,265,410

1,612,050
250,200
1,361,850
27,237
1,334,613

2000

Summary Findings of Population Growth for Determining
Residential Land Requirements to the year 2000

TABLE 1

82,513 units
6,223 acres
13.26 units/
acre
79,986 units
19,805 acres
4.04 units/
acre

19,805
26,028 acres

6,223 acres

79,986 units

82,513 units

385,466

479,850
86,200
393,650
7,873
385,777

Change
1977-2000

TABLE 2
Residential Housing Unit Composition and
New Housing Unit Construction, by type
Percent
Multi-Family
Unit
1.

Housing Unit Composition
a.
b.
c.

2.

1970, actual
1975, actual
Projected to 2000,
1970-75 trend

26
28
38

74
72
62

70

30

41
50.8

59
49.2

35

65

New Housing Unit Construction
a.
b.
c.

3.

Percent
Single-Family
Unit

1978-2000, projected to
achieve I.e. above
1960-77, actual
1978-2000, projected and
downward-biased

Projected Housing Unit Composition,
from 2.c.

62 percent single-family (Table 2 line lc). To achieve this housing
composition, however, new construction for the next 23 years must
average 70 percent MFU and 30 percent SFU (Table 2 line 2a), a much
larger percentage of MFU construction than actually occurred between
1960 and 1977 (Table 2 line 2b). Given consumer preferences, and
developer and institutional characteristics, new MFU construction to
the year 2000 is estimated to be 50.8 percent of total new residential construction (Table 2 line 2c). This would result in a more
modest housing composition of 35 percent multi-family units and 65
percent single-family units in the year 2000. Note the calculation
of these figures in Table 1, Section 2.
Housing unit densities, which affect the land area required to house
the projected 2000 population, were derived from present densities
and recent trends. Year 2000 SFU and MFU average densities are predicted to decrease slightly from current levels, to 4.4 and 17 units
per net acre respectively.1 To achieve these density ratios in
the year 2000, subsequent SFU and MFU construction must occur at
average densities of 4.04 and 13.26 units per net acre respectively. Including roads, the total density per acre would be 3.03 and
9.95 respectively for new development. If UGB single-family unit
average densities were to further decrease to 4.0 units per net acre
in 2000, new SFU construction would average only 2.92 units per net
acre.
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Since the majority of future residential construction will occur in
suburban areas, it is informative to compare predicted density
trends to the 1977 range in county data excluding Portland:
Existing single-family units/net acre
3.13 to 3.89
Committed during 1977
3.73 to 4.91
Existing multi-family units/net acre
12.63 to 20.08
Committed during 1977
8.78 to 14.67
These figures indicate a trend which is predicted to continue: SFU
construction will proceed at slightly greater densities than the
existing stock, and MFU construction will occur at decreased densities. These figures are supported by consumer preferences which opt
increasingly for more efficient and land-saving single-family units
and less dense multi-family units such as condominiums and townhouse
apartments. Given the approximate 50-50 split in new SFU and MFU
constructon, both trends will help to alleviate the growing disparity between residential housing costs (old and new) and growth in per
capita personal income.
Average densities of new construction which are below existing
levels should not be construed as inconsistent with CRAG policy "to
achieve more efficient use of residential land" ("CRAG Initial Housing Policies," Land Supply Policy #3). Current "within UGB" densities are weighted heavily by Portland development whereas future
absolute growth likely will be greater in suburban areas. Given the
predicted housing-unit mix, future suburban residential land use
will be more intensive than existing residential development.
Baseline forecasts of 17 MFUs per net acre and 4.4 SFUs per net acre
will require 11,151 and 76,644 acres respectively to meet year 2000
housing needs (Table 1, lines 2e(2) and 2f(2)). Total residential
land requirements will be 87,795 acres.
1

A net acre is defined as being devoted exclusively to residential uses. Acreage in roads, for example, has been allocated to
the "Public/Semi-Public" land use category.
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Employment Projections and Land Requirements
The consumption of land due to employment is calculated for only the
Oregon portion of the SMSA inside the UGB area. Clark County, Washington, is subtracted from employment projections for the same reasons discussed in the findings section, "Population Projections and
Residential Land Requirements."
Land required to support self-employed, agricultural and government
employees are included in other sections of the findings and therefore are not considered here. Table 3 summarizes the calculations.
Clark County wage and salary employment data is subtracted from corresponding regional wage and salary categories. Table 4 summarizes
the results.
It is assumed that by year 2000 the only major employment outside of
the UGB area will be in agricultural and extractive wood products,
neither of which "consume" land. Self-employed persons who do not
employ full-time labor are assumed to be working at home or using
insignificant amounts of office space. Government employment is
considered a part of the projected public and semi-public land requirement .
CRAG's employment-to-land consumption ratios are used to convert the
Oregon wage and salary employment projections to land requirements
in the year 2000. CRAG's measurements were based largely on new industrial and commercial establishments. These ratios are expected
to hold to the year 2000 and existing, older establishments are expected to change in the future toward these labor-to-land ratios.
Table 5 summarizes the results.
Employment activities will require 29,702 acres in year 2000, compared to 17,547 acres in 1977. Following are the summary and supportive tables to these conclusions:
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TABLE 3
Summary of Findings of Employment
for the Portland Urban Growth Boundary
For the Year 2000
Employmentl
By Place of Work
825,9002
5,2002
74,7002
123,8002

Total SMSA
Agriculture (-)
Self-Employed (-)
Government (-)

51,9683

Clark County Wage & Salary (-)
Portland UGB Wage & Salary

570,232

1.

The ratio of employment-to-population tends to substantiate
Clark County's population estimate relative to Oregon's. Clark
County projections show a substantial rate of commuting of Clark
County residents to Oregon-based jobs:
Oregon SMSA population to jobs = 1.80.
Clark County population to jobs = 3.64.

2.

Columbia Region Association of Governments, "A Regional Employment, Population and Household Forecast for the Portland SMSA
1975-2000," April 1978, pp. 54-57, "Series 2."

3.

Regional Planning Council of Clark County, "Population and Economic Handbook for Clark County, Washington, 1978," Spring 1978,
p. 25.
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TABLE 4
Subtraction of Clark county Employment by Sector
From Regional Totals For the Year 2000

Employment Categories

Total
SMSA1

Self-Employed
Agriculture
Government
Wage & Salary
Durable Goods
Lumber & Wood
Furniture & Fixtures
Fabricated Metals
Primary Metals
Machinery
Trans. Equipment
Other
Non-Durable Goods
Food & Kindred
Textiles
Apparel
Paper & Allied
Print and Publishing
Other
Construction
Trans. Comm. Pub. Util.
Fin. Ins., Real Estate
Wholesale Trade
Retail Trade
Services

74,700
5,200
123,800
622,200
121,600
10,413
2,453
13,181
9,348
51,392
23,694
11,119
35,700
8,100
2,500
4,253
8,667
5,776
6,404
29,100
37,000
60,300
52,400
112,300
173,800

Total

825,900

% of
Wage and
Salary

Clark
County
Wage and
Salary2

100.00
19.5
1.7
.5
2.1
1.5
8.4
3.9
1.8
5.7
1.3
.4
.7
1.4
.9
1.0
4.7
5.9
9.7
8.5
18.1
27.9

14,096
1,207
284
1,528
1,084
5,957
2,747
1,289
4,134
948
289
492
1004
669
742
3,451
2,602
2,945
3,837
8,227
12,676

107,504
9,206
2,169
11,653
8,264
45,435
20,947
9,830
31,566
7,162
2,211
3,761
7,663
5,107
5,662
25,649
34,398
57,355
48,563
104,073
161,124

51,968

570,232

Oregon UGB
Area Wage
and Salary

Columbia Region Association of Governments, "A Regional Employment,
Population and Household Forecast for the Portland SMSA," April,
1978, pp. 60-61.
Regional Planning Council of Clark County, "Population and Economic
Handbook for Clark County, Washington, 1978," Spring 1978, p. 47.
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TABLE 5
Oregon UGB Land Requirements
for Projected Employment
Year 2000
Portland-Oregon

UGB

Employment
By Category

(From
Table

4)

Employees^per Acre

Total Acres
Required
for Employment
(Acres)

Durable Goods
Lumber and Wood
Furniture & Fixtures
Primary Metals
Fabricated Metals
Machinery
Trans. Equipment
Other

107,504
9,206
2,169
8,264
11,653
45,435
20,947
9,830

2.48
24.75
6.78
8.25
8.25
16.26
18.00

3,712.1

Non-Durable Goods
Food & Kindred
Textiles
Apparel
Paper & Allied
Printing & Publishing
Other
Construction
Fin., Ins., Real Estate
Trans., Comm., & Utilities
Wholesale Trade
Retail Trade
Services

31,566
7,162
2,211
3,761
7,663
5,107
5,662
25,649
34,398
57,355
48,563
104,073
161,124
570,232

17.37
25.00
25.00
12.38
63.22
8.30
35.50
141.21
48.40
9.71
20.21
101.12
19.20

412.3
88.4
150.4
619.0
80.8
682.2
722.5
243.6
1,185.0
5,001.3
5,149.6
1,593.4
29, 701.3

1.

87.6

1,218.9
1,412.5
5,507.3
1,288.3
546.1

Hames, Lee, "Memorandum to Allocation File" February 13, 1978.
Transportation Planning Division Files.
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CRAG,

Public and Semi-Public Land Requirements
Public and Semi-Public Lands include:
Semi-public (schools, city and county courthouses and other
government owned structures (including state and federal), airports, hospitals, etc.)
Railroad and Freeway Rights-of-Way
Streets
Parks and Open Space
Following is the acreage of public and semi-public land for each
county compared to existing urban-developed private lands (residential, commercial and industrial lands net of all public streets and
rights-of-way).
Table 6
Public, Semi-Public Land Use
Multnomah County

Private land

1977
Acres
42,366.1

Public, Semi-Public
Semi-Public
R.R.& Freeway ROW
Streets
Parks & Open Space

34,886.2
6,125.0
2,159.3
15,401.4
11,200.5

% of
Private
—
82.3
14.5
5.1
36.3
26.4

Washington County
1977
Acres
Private land

21,104.2

Public, Semi-Public
Semi-Public
RR & Freeway ROW
Streets
Parks & Open Space

11,010.9
2,984.4
726.3
5,718.8
1,581.4
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% of
Private

52.2
14.1
3.4
27.1
7.5

Clackamas County
1977
Acres
Private land
Public, Semi-Public
Semi-Public
RR & Freeway R&O
Streets
Parks & Open Space

% of
Private

16,547.8
9,661.8
2,158.4
656.9
4,702.6
2,143.9

58.4
13.0
4.0
28.4
13.0

Total Oregon—UGB
1977
Acres
Private land

80,018.1

Public, Semi-Public
Semi-Public
RR & Freeway ROW
Streets
Parks & Open Space

55,558.9
11,267.8
3,542.5
25,822.8
14,925.8

% of
Private

69.4
14.1
4.4
32.2
18.7

Source: Columbia Region Association of Governments, "Land Use
Inventory," 1977, unpublished.
Growth of public and semi-public land area is projected to decline,
particularly in the semi-public and parks and open space categories.
Approximately 16 percent of the total regional semi-public land is
the Portland International Airport which is not expected to increase
appreciably in land area. It would not be appropriate to assume
growth in semi-public land use to increase proportionately to private land development.
Parks and open space includes the 3,750 acre Forest Park in Portland, 25 percent of the region's parks and open space. Additional
parks of this size are not expected to be developed by the year 2000.
Subtracting these areas from the regional total reduces the ratio of
public, semi-public land to private developed land from 0.694-to-l,
to 0.624-to-l.
Continued expansion of freeways and railroad rights-of-way also
seems unlikely. In the last decade, many proposed freeways, including the now-defunct Mt. Hood Freeway, have been abandoned in lieu of
future mass-transit options. Also, with expected increases in landuse densities, fewer residential streets will be required. For
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instance, a national study of land use patterns, The Costs of
Sprawl, shows a 60 percent reduction in minor, collector and arterlal streets required to serve a multi-family complex of 15 units
per acre compared to an equal number of single-family units at 3
units per acre. CRAG's land-use inventory is not sufficiently detailed to measure the reduction in required streets resulting from
an increase in housing density.
Overall, CRAG assumes that public and semi-public land uses will decline from 0.694-to-l private developed acre to a 0.6-to-l acre
ratio. This trend may be augmented by current pressures on government to cut tax revenues and economize. Construction and land acquisition programs many times are the first to be cut. In addition,
the high rate of property appreciation witnessed in the last four
years may have placed large land acquisitions far outside of government's ability to pay.
At this assumed rate of public and semi-public land development,
Clackamas and Washington counties may gain proportionately more public land than they now have, while Multnomah County will tend to decrease relative to private land development.
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Land Requirements to Accommodate Market Factors
Land requirements projected for private and public uses result in
saturated land use in the year 2000; that is, there will be no
vacant buildable land within the UGB by the year 2000. All open
space will be so designated and committed and no vacant lots will
exist in any zones. As this saturation is approached, choices and
variety of building sites will be eliminated, land prices may escalate rapidly and future development may be lost to other metropolitan areas.
Because of these potentially adverse impacts, an allocation of land
above saturation use is recommended to assure some choice and variety of building sites at acceptable land prices. The four determinants of this amount of land over saturation can be categorized as
follows:
1.

Geographic inefficiencies—Since land is not uniform or evenly
distributed in quality and character, land within the UGB will
not develop uniformly.

2.

Political inefficiencies—Political boundaries subdivide the
SMSA into smaller units, each with slightly different land-use
regulations, and various mixes and qualities of public services. This makes vacant land in one area an imperfect substitute for land in other areas, again creating inefficient landuse.

3.

Market Constraints—As the quantity of vacant land is diminished
by urban development, the price it commands increases. Also, as
the number of owners of all vacant lands decrease, more monopolistic pricing patterns can result. As choice and range of vacant lot sizes diminishes, fewer potential land users can find
land suited to their needs. An excess of land over saturation
is required to provide choice and acceptable price levels.

4.

Redevelopment and Conversion—Redevelopment of existing urban
land and the conversion of urban land from one use to another
are important determinants of land requirements. Redevelopment
and conversion of land uses tend to increase intensity (or density) of land-use. This more efficiently uses existing urban
land, thereby reducing raw land consumption.

These four determinants of land requirements cannot be independently
derived. They tend to operate in conjunction with one another and,
therefore, must be estimated as one.
Four measures were attempted: (1) the ratio of existing developed
land to undeveloped land in the City of Portland; (2) the Salem
Urban Growth Boundary Findings that 25 percent of developed land
ought to be vacant; (3) the "Twin Cities" of Minneapolis/St. Paul
which use a five-year average growth projection to estimate vacant
land; (4) an analysis of 58 central cities land use which have population of over 100,000.
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Portland's unconstrained (less than 25 percent slope and out of
flood plain) vacant land is approximately 12 percent of total urban
developed land. The City and Port of Portland have found it necessary to subsidize certain sub-land markets (i.e., industrial) to
compete with suburban areas. The land market in Portland is constrained by the total vacant land available, parcel sizes, characteristics and price relative to other areas in the immediate region. Application of Portland's ratio appears to project Portland's
land-market problem to the balance of the region. This somewhat
overstates the problem because land in Portland has different locational characteristics, parcel sizes, and public services than
exists for the total region.
The effects of Salem's UGB which includes a 25 percent land market
factor, have been analyzed to determine what effects the UGB is having on vacant unserviced land within the Salem UGB. It concluded
that the boundary has not affected price of this land. If Portland
adopted the same market-margin as Salem, adverse effects on market
price of land may be avoided.
The "Twin Cities" of Minneapolis/St. Paul have arbitrarily established a factor that is equal to twice the saturated land use expected in the next five years. Land availability is re-evaluated
each year during the five-year period to determine how to modify the
urban service area. No operating experience is yet available.
Minnesota state laws are considerably different than Oregon's. If
this method is applied to the CRAG UGB in the year 2000, it would
amount to a reserve of 40,928 acres, or 21.7 percent of total saturation land use.
A study by R. M. Northum of vacant land within central cities over
100,000 in population shows between 20 percent and 25 percent of the
total area to be vacant. Adjusting for steep slope, flood plain and
unsuitable land cover, the average "buildable" vacant land area is
19 percent of the total area. These percentages were compared to
population size of cities and the results show a declining ratio of
vacant to total land as population size increases. (See table 7.)
The Portland UGB will contian 1,265,000 people by the year 2000,
however, adopting 8.7 percent of total land as vacant would be inappropriate, since the UGB comprises 32 cities in three counties. The
central cities surveyed (58 throughout the nation) might be viewed
as having developed most of their usable land area, especially for
the larger cities. The smaller cities (less than 50,000) might be
viewed as the areas that will most likely grow in population over
the next 22 years.
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TABLE 7
Vacant Urban Land as a Percent of Total Land Within City Limits
Population
Cities over 100,000

Oregon Cities of less
than 50,000

Source:

% of Total
Land Vacant

Over 1,000,000
500,000 to 1,000,000
250,000 to 500,000
100,000 to 250,000
Average

8 .7%
27 .9%
18 .6%
27 .4%
19 .7%

10,000 to 50,000
2,500 to 10,000
Less than 2,500
Average

30 .5%
36 .7%
53 .8%
37 .9%

Northan, R. M. "Vacant Urban Land In the American City."
Land Economics 47 (1971): p. 347.

Northam calculated an average vacant land area per capita for the 58
cities which was 2,279 square feet of vacant area per capita.
Applying this average to the UGB derives 66,000 acres, which if
added to the land required by all urban uses in the year 2000 would
result in 35 percent of total urban-used land being vacant. Direct
application of this ratio to the Portland UGB may tend to over emphasize the political inefficiencies of land use. That is the differences in cities land-use policies (or regulations) may be less
between a central city and its suburbs than between two central
cities. A significant part of the UGB's population and land area
are in unincorporated areas and Northum's analysis did not consider
these areas.
From the limited analysis above, a factor of 25 percent of saturated
land use to accommodate market imperfections would seem to be sufficient. Any figure less than that increases the danger of constraining vacant land supply, causing the price of land to appreciate.
Any figure over that would tend to encourage continued sprawl-type
development.
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Land Use Inventory
The supply of land for future urban development to the year 2000 is
taken to be that amount inside the UGB as adopted by the CRAG Board
on December 22, 1976. In adopting the first boundary, CRAG identified nine urban study areas. Individual studies have been conducted
for each of these areas, resulting in recommendations for urban,
rural and natural resource land use designations. During 1977 CRAG
systematically inventoried this entire area using 14 land use categories: agricultural intensive, single and multi-family residential, mobile homes, commercial retail, commercial other, industrial,
semi-public, parks and open space, streets, railroad right-of-way,
freeway right-of-way, water and vacant lands. Vacant land was further divided into steep slope (25 percent or more), flood plain, and
balance.
Attempts to allocate vacant land to planned or zoned use failed to
provide any reliable results. Not all local jurisdictions had
adopted land use plans and compatible zoning ordinances at the time
of the survey. CRAG therefore assumes for these findings that the
quantity of land zoned for urban uses will be adjusted several times
over the next 23 years to accommodate population and employment
growth. Therefore, measurement of vacant land by current planning
was assumed to be of marginal value to these findings. Measurements
of acreage by existing use or vacancy were made by census tract.
Quality control measures were applied to the data to assure accuracy
to within + 10 percent for each census tract.
Table 8 shows a summary of land use by county and the total land
available for urban use within the Urban Growth Boundary and study
areas.
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TABLE 8
Summary of Land Use and Vacant Lands
Inside the Urban Growth Boundary
Present Unconstrained
Urban
Vacant

50%
Constrained-1Vacant

Study^
Areas

Total

Clackamas

27,609.5

15,244.6

2,521.8

9,858.,4

55 ,234.3

Multnomah

77,107.7

18,116.3

3,324.2

4,662..9

103 ,211.1

Washington

32,161.1

29,373.6

1,997.8

3,924

67 ,456.5

392.5

412.8

13.6

0

818.9

137,270.8

63,147.3

7,857.4

Margin Areas 3
Regional
Total

18,445..3

226 ,720.8

1.

Constrained vacant has 25 percent or greater slopes, or is located
in 100-year flood plains.

2.

Derived from Table 8.

3.

The initial land use inventory excluded minor portions of some
census tracts which are summed separately from the individual
counties.

Total urbanizable land includes all (1) land in intensive agricultural, residential, commercial, industrial, public and semi-public
uses at the time of the inventory (1977); plus, (2) all vacant lands
of less than 25 percent slope not in flood plains or covered with
water; plus, (3) 50 percent of vacant land of greater than 25 percent slope and in flood plains. The last increment of urbanizable
land (50 percent of steep slopes and flood plains) reflects an
assumption that these lands will be used in part for residential
purposes (e.g., West Hills of Portland), parks and open spaces
(e.g., flood plains), or will be altered for industrial or other
uses (e.g., dike or fill flood plains). For the total region, the
last assumption adds approximately 7,838.1 acres to the regional
total, or 3.5 percent of the total buildable UGB area.
The final total acreage available for urbanization depends upon resolution of the study areas and petitions to change the UGB. Table
9 shows each study area and petition resolution affecting the supply
of urban land. One-half the constrained vacant land is netted-out
of these data. Washington County "Petition 7" is adjusted in column
1 "Present Urban" of Table 8.
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TABLE 9
Petition and Study Area Resolutions
Total

Urban

14,457.2
4368.2
228.3
1333.3
8527.4

9,858.4
1300
31
0
8527.4

4,598.8
3068.2
197.3
1333.3
0

nomah County

4854.6

4662.9

191.7

South Shore
Troutdale
Petition 11
Petition 15
Smith-Bybee
West Hills

3130.4
141.3
145.3
67.9
405.8
963.9

3130.4
94.9
0
67.9
405.8
963.9

0
46.4
145.3
0
0
0

ington County

4880

3924

956

Hillsboro
Wilsonville
Petition 7

4360
110
520

3920
4

440
106
520

kamas County
Rock Creek
Can by
Happy Valley
Satellite Boundaries1

Source:
1.

Non-Urban

CRAG compilations from final study area plans.

Satellite boundaries include the local growth boundaries of Estacada,
Molalla, Mt. Hood Corridor and Sandy.

The 226,720.8 total urban acreage is accurate to within + 10 percent, an
absolute range of 204,048.72 to 249,392.8 acres. Random samples of city
and county measurements, when compared to CRAG's, indicate that CRAG
under-estimated land area.
As a final check for consistency and accuracy of the total and vacant
land data, comparisons were made between CRAG's data and similar data
collected by six cities and one county during 1976 and 1977. Following
are the results:
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TABLE 10
Comparison of CRAG 1977 Land Use Inventory
to Selected City and County Land Use Inventories

Total Acres

Vacant Acres
(4)

(5)

(6)
a
•6

CRAG

Local

Difference CRAG

Local

Difference

Mult. County

27,577

28,236.6

-2.3

6, 690.9

Portland

67,931.8

68,152

-0.3

12, 149.4

11, 184

+8. 6

1, 382

-4. 3

7, 913 .3

-15. 3

Lake Oswego

5,322

5,343

-0.4

1, 322.7

Gladstone

1,357.0

1,498.93

-9.5

257.8

317 .16

-23. 0

Milwaukie

2,693.4

2,461.9

+9.4

431.1

511 .7

-15. 8

West Linn

3,908.5

3,530

+10.7

1, 647.2

Forest Grove

2,308.3

2,404.13

-4.0

886.3

686 .47

+29. 1

Total Sample

111,098.0

111,626.56

-0.5

23, 385.4

23, 714 .63

-1. 4

1, 720

Sources:
"Amounts of Developable and Undevelopable Land Within Proposed
Growth Boundary by Acres," Chart 1, p. 137. Multnomah County
Comprehensive Plan 1977.
"Portland Land Use/Zoning Summary, 1976," Figure 1., Vacant Land
Report, Comprehensive Planning Section," P. 6.
(Portland,
Oregon) Bureau of Planning: 1978.
Sources (cont.)
"Existing Land Use Summary: Land Use in the Lake Oswego Plan Area,"
Table 1, pp. 6-7. "Vacant Land Analysis by Existing Zoning
Designation," Appendix V, Table 3, p. 22. Existing Land Use
1975.
"Land Use Inventory Chart," p. 35.
"Land Use Acreage Study."

City of Gladstone 1975.

Milwaukie Comprehensive Plan, Phase 1.

Memo to the Community Development Task Force, Subject: "Developable
Lands Paper 1, File: Goal #2 Land Use, West Linn, January 10,
1977."
"Land Use Summary by Analytical Area."
Department, January 1, 1977.
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City of Forest Grove Planning

-4. 2

Overall, CRAG data was low compared to that of the six local jurisdictions on total and vacant land areas. CRAG attempted to reconcile these discrepancies in vacant lands by comparing definitions of
data categories and measurement techniques.
Definition differences include how a parcel of property is categorized. For instance, an industry owning 100 acres but currently
using only 50 leaves the balance to be considered as either (1) a
part of the first 50 acres and designated as used or committed; (2)
land for future in-fill (expansion of the present industry); or, (3)
as vacant and available for any future use. Differences exist in
cities' classification of such parcels. CRAG listed the property as
vacant.
Differences in measurement techniques include the criteria for cataloguing land use. CRAG uses one acre as the minimum lot size for
inclusion in its vacant land survey. Vacant lots of less than one
acre are assumed to be in the adjoining urban use. Some local jurisdictions specify no minimum lot size but rely on "accessibility,"
"buildability," or "excess suitable" criteria. For instance, if
access to a vacant parcel is made impossible by surrounding uses,
then the land is considered to be in the adjoining urban use.
Basic differences exist in the metho'ds employed to accumulate data.
CRAG used census tracts as the basic unit. Small jurisdictions that
comprise only parts of census-tracts (e.g. Forest Grove, Gladstone,
West Linn) can be expected to have higher levels of error since CRAG
does not have data compiled for areas smaller than one census
tract. Local jurisdictions may have used quarter sections or neighborhood areas. The variations introduce different error factors
making specific category comparisons difficult. CRAG's measurements
vary no more than 10.7 percent from any of the sampled local jurisdiction's total land area (Table 10).
CRAG's total and vacant lands data appear accurate (within + 10 percent) at the county and census-tract level. CRAG's data therefore
is considered to be sufficiently accurate, within those limits, for
long-range planning purposes.

-19-

Comparison of Projected Land Requirements
to Availability of Land
Table 11 summarizes projected land requirements to year 2000.
Figure 1 illustrates a straight-line projection of land use and
vacant land area assuming a 25 percent market factor. The top line
represents the fixed Urban Growth Boundary acreage of 226,720.8, and
the dashed line represents the UGB minus the 25 percent market factor. At approximately 1996 the projected land requirements will
exceed the margin of land perceived necessary to prevent adverse
market impacts.
TABLE 11
Summary of Urban Land Requirements to Year 2000
Total Private Land Requirements

117,497

Total Residential Land Requirements
(net of public lands)
87,795
Total Employment Land Requirements
(net of public lands)
29,702
Total Public, Semi-Public Land
Requirements (.6 of private)
Total Saturation Land Use

70,498
187,999

Market Factor (25% of Saturation)

47,000

Total Land Requirements inside UGB

234,999
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Figure- 1

UGB, URBANIZED and VACANT
LAND COMPARISON
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VACANT LAND WAS EQUAL TO 67% of TOTAL
URBAN DEVELOPED LAND in 1977
CRAG
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FINDINGS FOR THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY
A Supplement Prepared for Public Hearing
INTRODUCTION:

PARTS II-III*

On December 21, 1978, the CRAG Board of Directors approved a
regional Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) with supporting Findings and
recommended to the newly created Metropolitan Service District
(Metro) that they be forwarded to the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) for acknowledgment. Metro followed by
endorsing the UGB and Findings and submitting necessary materials to
the LCDC in January, 1979. After a period of review by the DLCD
staff, a report was submitted to the LCDC which was scheduled for
consideration in July. Metro was invited to reply to the staff
report at the July meeting.
The issues raised and discussed by the DLCD staff report on the
regional UGB and Metro's reply resulted in the LCDC issuing an
order, LCDC No. 78-039, on September 28, 1979. The Order continued
for 90 days the consideration for acknowledgment and invited Metro
to prepare for further consideration additional material in support
of the UGB. Included in this invitation is the following:
1.

A request for additional Findings consistent with the LCDC's
recognition in the Order that locational factors pertinent to
considerations 3 through 7 of Goal #14 are appropriate for
establishing an UGB in the Portland metropolitan area. In
addition, the LCDC recognized that justification for an UGB in
the Portland metropolitan area could, to a limited extent, be
based upon documentation of demand for lands to accommodate
functioning of the land supply market.

2.

A request for information on the measures by which Metro and
local government policies will assure efficient utilization of
land within the UGB. At issue is checking widespread sprawl
development, achieving infill development on vacant land, and
clarifying Metro policy on contiguous development.

3.

A request for clarification on how the region will achieve the
urban densitites assumed within the UGB Findings and on the
inpact of Metro's policy allowing septic tank and cesspool
development on lots of record.

4.

A request to document interim special protective policies for
specified productive agricultural land within the UGB.

*Part I has not changed from the original (November, 1978) Finding
and is not, therefore, open for public hearing at this time.
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5.

A request for further explanation of Metro's program for allocation of market-level housing responsibilities among local
jur isdictions.

Replies to these requests are contained within Part II and III of
this document. Part I contains material taken from the original
Findings document presented to LCDC on June 6. For purposes of
public hearings held in each of the counties in October, 1979, only
the materials contained in Parts II and III are presented to the
public for comment. Documentation contained in Part II is addressed
to those lands in the area between Metro's UGB and the Interim Immediate Growth Area (IIGA). Therefore, a majority of the documentation deals with land in Washington County with smaller amounts in
Mutlnomah and Clackamas Counties. Location of the UGB is not at
issue in this material or the related public hearings and Metro
Council ordinance for adoption. Questions dealing with location or
amendment of the Boundary, such as the issue raised in Clackamas
County concerning the Sieben Lane/Rock Creek area will be considered
soon after January 1, 1980, in conjunction with Metro's plan amendment process. The same needs projection methodology and locational
criteria used to justify the UGB in Parts I and II of the Findings
will be used to consider adjustments and/or additions anticipated by
Clackamas County. The process will be scheduled to coincide with
the plan adoption schedule of Clackamas County.
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PART II
MARKET AND LOCATIONAL FACTOR
JUSTIFICATION OF SURPLUS LAND WITHIN
THE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY
INTRODUCTION
The Metropolitan Service District's (Metro) Urban Growth Boundary
(UGB) contains approximately 28,000 acres justified as necessary to
accommodate private market imperfections. In Continuance Order No.
78-039, LCDC acknowledges that a strict interpretation of need will
necessitate periodic expansion of the UGB between now and the year
2000, and that because of the location of vacant land in the Portland
metropolitan area relative to existing urban development, a strict
needs Boundary may not be possible to draw. Metro concurs.
LCDC's September 28, 1979, Continuance Order (LCDC Order No. 78-039)
states, in part:
"Metro has repeatedly stated that if ordered to
redraw its boundary, it could not rationally be
drawn smaller. Metro has not clearly stated
why." (p. 10)
This section presents the reasons why by using the guidelines provided in LCDC Order No. 78-039, which states:
"The Commission believes that Metro could, ...,
demonstrate that it is factually impossible to
draw a Boundary excluding much of its 36,000
(28,000)* acre "surplus"...with aerial photos and
land use inventory maps of the region identifying
existing or already financed public services,
water and transportation facilities,...much of
the 36,000 (28,000) acre surplus could be shown
to be needed for compelling locational reasons."
(P. 12)
*

Note: The 36,000 acres was the amount of surplus
land before the satellite cities were excluded
from Metro's UGB; 28,000 acres is the adjusted
figure (see Part II, Chapter I ) .

The LCDC Order identifies the geographic area in question as "that
portion of the surplus outside CRAG'S (Metro's) Interim Immediate
Growth Boundary...." (p. 12) These lands must be shown to be:
"(a) already committed..., or (b) clearly needed to establish a compact, orderly, economic, energy efficient growth form." (p. 12) The
evaluation of locational factors is expected to "...be made without
parcel-by-parcel analysis, but on an order of magnitude basis for
rather large land masses." (pp. 12-13)
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The Agricultural Soft Areas (ASA) originally identified by Metro,
"...should be reconsidered and a demonstration should be made that
each is needed for locational reasons." (p. 13)
In addition to the location consideration discussed above, this section will present two additional arguments that its proposed UGB is
reasonable and in compliance with LCDC Goal #14. First, the question of need versus the supply of urban land can be evaluated using
updated land use inventory data and a further evaluation of industrial land needs. Secondly, LCDC Order No. 78-039 states that:
..."it has always been this Commission's view
that the drafters of Goal #14 thought this initial 20 years vacant land supply sufficient to
accomplish all urban land requirements of the
Goals — one of which is to avoid economically
disruptive, artificial land scarcities and adverse escalation in urban and urbanizable land
prices."
(p. 9)
Such is the original purpose of Metro's "market factor" as stated on
p. 12 of the original UGB Findings (see part I ) :
"...(the market factor is) an allocation of land
above saturation use...to assure some choice and
variety of building sites at acceptable land
prices."
Metro's Boundary was designed to be unchanged, except for minor adjustment, for a long-run period, while LCDC assumes that the "urban
land supply is to be maintained periodically so as to promote the
value of Goal #14 and other goals by expanding the boundary...." (p.
9, LCDC Order No. 78-039) Metro views this as a difference in management philosophy. Metro has, therefore, included additional findings to support a long-term Boundary with surplus lands to satisfy
market imperfections and to obviate the need to expand the UGB over
the next 20 years. Finally, Metro provides some analysis of the
problems of urban agriculture.
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CHAPTER I
LAND WITHIN THE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY AND THE MARKET FACTOR
An Update Of Changes Occurring
Since January, 1979
The Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and supporting Findings were adopted
by the CRAG Board in December, 1978, and readopted by the Metro
Council in January, 1979. Since January, 1979, Metro's authority to
establish an urban growth boundary has been limited to areas inside
the Metro boundary. This eliminated the cities of Canby, Estacada,
Molalla, Sandy, Banks, Gaston and North Plains, and the urbanized
portion of Highway 26 known as the Mt. Hood Corridor, areas generally
referred to as satellite areas.
Thus, some satellite areas previously included in the UGB and discussed in the original Findings (Part I) have been eliminated from
the currently submitted UGB and supporting documents. Eliminating
the satellite areas has removed an amount of land that is less
densely populated than the remaining UGB. The result is a net reduction of vacant urban land within the remaining UGB. It is the
purpose of this section to note corrected land uses and vacant lands
within the remaining UGB and examine the ramifications of these
changes to future urban needs.
Table 1 below is the corrected table from page iii of the original
Findings (See Part I ) . This table corrects the present urban
category as well.
Table 1
Land in the Metro Urban Growth Boundary
50%
CONSTRAINED
VACANT

PRESENT
URBAN

UNCONSTRAINED
VACANT

Clackamas

25,407.1

13,842.9

2,498.0

41,748.0

Multnomah

78,346.3

20,997.6

4,045.0

103,388.9

Washington

32,942.8

31,793.4

2,252.3

66,988.5

136,696.2

66,633.9

8,795.3

212,125.4

TOTAL

Subtraction of the satellite areas reduced the land formerly known
as the Interim Growth Boundary Area (IGA) to 186,399 acres. The IGA
area is comprised of incorporated cities and large developed, unincorporated areas that existed in 1976. Subtracting present urban
land from the IGA area results in total vacant land within the IGA
in 1977 of 49,703 acres. The balance, 25,725.9 acres, is in the
IGA-UGB area.
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The subtracted satellite areas have a disproportionately large amount
of vacant land compared to the remaining UGB areas; population and
current land uses are a smaller percent of total land area. Thus,
estimating the reduced needs of the corrected UGB involves more than
a straightforward subtraction of population and land uses from the
UGB. The following steps were employed to estimate reduced needs
within the UGB, and the results are summarized in Table 2.
1.

Population estimates of the satellite areas were derived from
the source used for the original Findings ("General Planning
Data and Projections," CRAG, January, 1977) and subtracted from
the regional total.

2.

Satellite-area employment was subtracted from regional totals.
Since no employment forecasts exist for small areas, the proportionate share of satellite-area employment was calculated by
using employment-to-population ratios. This employment figure
was then reduced by 27 percent, the estimated percentage of
employed persons who reside in a satellite area but work within
the UGB. This percentage corresponds to the percentage of
Clark County residents who commute to the Portland area for
work.

3.

The revised employment and population forecasts were then subtracted from the UGB Findings and the calculation of land needs
was completed using the land-to-population and land-to-employment ratios assumed in the original Findings.
TABLE 2
Land Requirements to the Year 2000
in the
Metro Urban Area

NEED

ACRES

Total Developed and Buildable Land
in the UGB (from Table 1)

212,125.4

Saturation Land Requirements in
the year 2000
Residential (net of public uses)
Single Family
Multi-family
Employment
Public and Semi-Public
TOTAL
Market Factor (15 percent of saturated
land uses)

74,827
10,886
29,270
68,990
183,973.0
28,152.4

The assumptions used in Part I were used to convert the revised
regional population-to-land requirements. The major assumptions are:
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Residential:

Year 2000 densities: 4.4 UNA for single family
and 17 UNA for multi-family, and 65 percent of
all housing will be single family.

Employment:

19.2 employees per acre.

Public/Semi-Public: 60 percent of residential and employment land
uses.
Note that the revised market factor of 28,000 acres is 15.3 percent
of saturation land requirements in the year 2000. The philosophy of
the market factor will be discussed in the following sections of this
chapter.
Market Factor
A market factor is designed to be "an allocation of land above saturation use...to assure some choice and variety of building sites at
acceptable land prices" (p. 12 of Part I ) . The concept of a market
factor is consistent with Metro's UGB management philosophy of an
infrequently adjusted Boundary over its 23 year planned life.
Metro's original Findings articulated the need for a market factor
equal to 25 percent of developed land in the year 2000.
The original Findings (Part I) identified the 25 percent factor as a
goal rather than as a strictly enforced needs criterion. As a
result, no new lands were added after several hundred acres were removed from the Boundary in Clackamas County by CRAG Board actions and
by petitions to remove certain areas. The result was a reduced market factor of 19 percent rather than 25 percent. Subsequent adjustments to the Boundary detailed in the previous section have reduced
the market factor to 15.3 percent of year 2000 developed land.
Two questions surround the concept and use of a market factor.
First, is there any reasonable justification for a surplus supply of
land over exactly defined and forecasted needs? Secondly, if the
concept has merit, then how large should the surplus be?
Metro feels that a justification for a market factor arises from its
UGB philosophy, a philosophy consistent with LCDC goals. This philosophy is, in turn, based on assumptions of how the UGB will be
managed. These assumptions are that
1.

no large scale adjustments will be made to the UGB for long
periods, e.g., the UGB fixes the quantity of urban land for
a fixed period; and

2.

zoning restricts the use of non-urban land to very few, if
any, non-farm uses.

These assumptions will be carried out by the UGB management policies
that are discussed in Part III, Chapters I and II, and by the Land
Use Framework Element (LUFE) that restricts urban land uses in
non-UGB areas.
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Metro's market factor concept is designed to address land market
inefficiencies that may act to subvert some LCDC goals regardless of
the UGB management policies that are employed.
As the UGB fills in, selection and availability of land will be
increasingly constrained even to the point of foreclosing on potential developments. Land prices will escalate rapidly and some
developments will be lost to the region. This will happen even if
the land market operated with no inefficiencies.
However, the land market is a peculiar market with many inefficiencies. These inefficiencies arise because land is fixed in place and
because the current and potential use of land is influenced by so
many different factors (zoning, ownership, site size, utilities,
land owner characteristics, etc.) A recent working paper produced
by the Real Estate Research Corporation for the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development listed some inefficiencies that contribute particularly to urban sprawl:
1.

Inadequate capacity and condition of public facilities

2.

Perceived inferiority of service quality (of urban core locations)

3.

Developer and consumer willingness to assume the costs of new
facilities in outlying locations

4.

Lack of coordination in facility planning and service provision

5.

Factors that encourage speculation

6.

Corporate holdings of land

7.

Tax delinquency

8.

Other title problems

9.

Fragmented ownerships

10.

Ineffective marketing (particularly urban lots that could be
infilled)

11.

Improper pricing

12.

Lack of centralized information

13.

Improper zoning

14.

Inflexible or unrealistic plans

15.

Regulatory procedures and bureaucratic delays
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16.

Physical characteristics
. Parcel size and shape
. Failure to demolish foundations
. Buildability

17.

Neighborhood environment

These and other land market inefficiencies would exist even if an
alternative UGB management philosophy were employed that resulted in
a smaller initial Boundary that would be periodically expanded, if
necessary, over its 20-year planned life. This alternative was proposed in LCDC's Order No. 78-039 as discussed in the Introduction to
Part II. Boundary expansion, whether arising from an initial tight
Boundary or a less constrained Boundary, will presumably occur prior
to the development of the last parcel. This Boundary expansion will
be in response to the trade-offs that arise from trying to balance
service efficiency with "...avoid(ing) economically disruptive,
artificial land scarcities and adverse escalation in urban and
urbanizable land prices." (LCDC Order No. 78-039, p.9). If a
"tight" Boundary will be periodically expanded prior to development
of the last parcel, the market factor concept will have been effectuated. Thus, with a market factor concept implicitly recognized by
both schools of UGB management philosophy, proponents of either
approach are left with only two basic questions that should be
addressed in evaluating UGB management approaches.
1.

Which management approach would minimize counterproductive land
speculation, and which management approach is least costly?

2.

How large should the market factor be and is the size dependent
on the frequency of Boundary adjustment?

The first question must rely in part on intuition. Metro assumes
that the total cost of Boundary expansions is directly related to
the number of occasions that the UGB is evaluated for change. Metro
further assumes, and perhaps more importantly, that citizen confidence in the planning process is inversely related to the number of
UGB expansions. Of course, both of these assumptions depend in part
on the merits of each suggested Boundary change and neither assumption is intended to reflect adversely on the political process, but
Metro assumes that infrequent negotiations involving relatively
large land areas will be less costly than more frequent considerations involving smaller land areas. Further, Metro assumes that
private land use planning and development is facilitated by longer
run public planning. This latter point will be discussed further in
Part III, Chapter I.
The second set of questions must also rely on liberal doses of educated intuition. Urban containment boundaries are in their infancy
and little working knowledge exists about them. However, some additional information has been found to support the size of the market
factor.
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A recently released textbook on planning, Urban Land Use Planning
(Third Edition, 1979), written by two well, known experts, F. Stuart
Chapin and Edward J. Kaiser, identifies a need for a market factor
and suggests a size. They state:
"...a flexibility factor allows for unanticipated choices of individuals and firms who
acquire land in excess of the estimated need,
and it allows for land which may be held out of
use because of personal preferences or whim of a
few property owners or because of legal complications which make the land unavailable for
immediate development." (p. 408)
Chapin and Kaiser also warn against making the surplus too large and
they suggest a quantity of "...25 percent of the total amount of
land estimated to go into use during the planning period...." to be
sufficient. That alone would justify 12,000 acres of Metro's 28,000
acre market factor. But, this is not the only surplus factor introduced by Chapin and Kaiser. They go on to state, "...it should be
noted that such a flexibility factor is over and above the safety
factors introduced in the course of detailed calculations made in
the analyses of space requirements...." (p. 408)
The authors are considerably less candid about the purposes and size
of this second "safety" factor, except that it is an amount of land
above saturation land-use for each category for which future land
requirements are forecast. For Metro, these categories include
residential, commercial, industrial, public and semi-public land
uses. Chapin and Kaiser use several additional subcategories which
collectively equal those used by Metro. However, by using so many
categories the authors' method would tend to inflate land needs
beyond Metro's forecast.
For example, Chapin and Kaiser calculate the space requirements for
future wholesale development to include 25 to 50 percent more land
than is actually forecast for need "...to provide for flexibility of
choice." (p. 452) This safety factor is defined to satisfy different
choices of building sites. For the Metro UGB, that would be equal
to 1,250 to 2,500 acres for the safety factor and 25 percent more
(315 to 625 acres) for the flexibility factor for a total excess of
1,575 to 3,125 acres above the original need of 5,001 acres. Metro's
method of calculating need then adding 15 to 25 percent results in a
total need of 6,251 acres versus 8,126 acres calculated by using
Chapin and Kaiser's method.
Another example is industrial land requirements. The authors present
the argument that industrial land densities will decline over the
long-run. Metro assumes increasing densities. The decrease in density results in several thousand more acres needed than if densities
were held constant or increasing over the 20-year planning period.
The authors then apply the decreased densities to existing industries to further increase land needs. This indirectly derived
safety factor cannot be calculated for the Metro UGB. However, it
would add substantially to Metro's calculations of industrial land
need.
- 10 -

Finally, the authors' estimate of residential land would probably
exceed Metro's. The authors first calculate the holding capacity of
future residential land excluding streets, utility right-of-ways,
etc. They also exclude "...areas unavailable for development because
of whims of property owners, legal entanglements, unbuildable land
and so on." (p. 457) Then two additional steps are taken to apply
the net densities to future planned residential areas on a map. One
of these sub-steps involves a downward adjustment of net densities
to obtain "effective" net densities. This apparently is a safety
factor to which the flexibility factor of 25 percent would be added.
Metro assumed that all residential densities would increase regardless of ownership patterns, legal entanglements and property owner
whims to calculate saturation residential land needs.
In summary, the methods identified by Chapin and Kaiser acknowledge
Metro's original justification for a market factor. Their method of
calculating a surplus land (market) factor would result in greater
vacant land needs than Metro's method, resulting in a larger UGB
than currently proposed.
Metro's market factor is now forecast at 15.3 percent of total
developed land in year 2000. (Note: These estimates were based on
1977 land use and vacant lands data and consider new development
since 1977 as vacant land). This compares to Portland's vacant
buildable land supply of 11,000 acres or 12 percent of developed
land in 1977. Therefore, assuming that vacant land inside the City
of Portland is sufficient to meet present demands, the UGB in year
2000 should have just sufficient vacant land to meet then current
demands. However, there is some evidence, as noted in Part I, that
the City of Portland cannot meet current demands (for all types of
development) in 1977 for vacant land. If this is true, a 15 percent
surplus may not be sufficient in year 2000.
Finally, Metro received testimony from several individuals to support both the concept and size of the Market Factor. Their testimony is included as Appendix D.
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CHAPTER II
LOCATIONAL FACTORS
Metro's original Findings (see Part I) suggested the need for vacant
land within the UGB in excess of strictly defined year 2000 needs.
These excess land requirements have been called the market factor
which has been advocated to lessen the adverse impacts of typical
land market inefficiencies that often are at odds with goals of
efficient and orderly urban growth.
Metro's original Findings advocated a market factor equal to 25 percent of year 2000 developed land. The actual market factor was 19
percent and, with the exclusion of satellite areas from the UGB, has
subsequently been reduced to 15 percent.
The market factor does not attempt to identify specific parcels or
areas as an "excess" or "reserve" supply (for this would defeat the
objectives of lessening market inefficiency), but it has been noted
that the proposed market factor of 28,152 acres (see Table 2)
closely corresponds in size to the 25,726 acres that are located in
the IGA-UGB area. For this reason, and supported by doubts concerning the theory and philosophy of a market factor, Metro has been
asked to re-evaluate the area between the IGA and the UGB to see if
it is "factually impossible to draw a Boundary excluding much of
its...'surplus'..." (LCDC Order No. 78-039, p. 12).
This chapter evaluates the IGA-UGB area for commitment to urbanization. An assumption of need has been addressed in the previous
chapter, so the intent of this chapter is to prove that the IGA-UGB
area is appropriate to satisfy this need because the presence and
pattern of urban development and public facilities and services has
committed the area to urban use and precluded other land use options
such as agricultural production.
It is assumed that a vacant land area is committed to future urban
development if, for example, it is surrounded by subdivisions,
public open space, commercial districts, shopping malls and other
urban uses. Metro has evaluated the IGA-UGB area for these and
other indicators of urban development or urban commitment. Since
the UGB is designed to last for 23 years (1977 to 2000) , current
public facilities neither exist nor are planned for all of this
area. Therefore, this analysis relies on a broad evaluation of
developed land and a partial evaluation of public facilities.
Specifically, the following locational factors have been evaluated:
Developed Land
Public Sewer System
Public Water System
Fire Protection
Schools
Transportation System
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Discussions of these locational factors will be followed by an evaluation of industrial land needs for the region, the prospects for
urban agriculture, and the implications of the needs and prospects
of these two economic sectors to the IGA-UGB area.
Developed Lands
Map 1 represents urbanizable land in two time periods: pre-1977,
and 1977 through 1978. Urban developed lands represent housing units
(from farm houses to highrise apartments), commercial buildings,
factories, airports, developed parks, water towers, hospitals, roads,
railroads, etc. The unshaded areas are vacant, regardless of ownership or public service availability, and include agricultural,
forest and unused vacant parcels. All development since 1977 is
represented on the map for all areas; however, time constraints permitted statistical analysis of only the largest IGA-UGB areas which
are located in Washington County (see Table 3 ) .
Development in Washington County utilized 3,247 acres for the
approximate period January, 1977 through July, 1978. At that annual
rate of development, Washington County's vacant land supply of
34,046 acres will be depleted within 16 years, e.g., by 1993 there
will be no surplus.
Table 3
Development in Washington County
between January, 1977, and January, 1979
Single Family Residential
Multi-family Residential
Mobile Homes
Commercial
Industrial
Semi-Public, Parks and Open Space

1,982.7
437.8
86.9
238.1
276.9
224.9

TOTAL

3,247.3

These figures may inflate the projected rate of land conversion.
Housing development in the whole region was at a peak during this
housing cycle and, judging from past cycles, the long-run average
will be approximately 80 percent of the peak. if this conversion
rate prevails, Washington County's vacant land supply will be
exhausted in 20 years, or by the year 1997.
The original Findings (Part I) forecast that between 19 percent and
25 percent of the land area will be vacant by the year 2000; at the
adjusted rate no land will be vacant. The first two years of experience indicates a more rapid land consumption rate than originally
forecast.
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MAP I

DEVELOPED
LAND & OPEN
SPACE
URBAN DEVELOPMENT (1977)
PUBLIC/SEMI-PUBLIC OPEN SPACE (1977)
LAND DEVELOPED FROM 1977 TO 1979

INTERIM IMMEDIATE GROWTH
BOUNDARY(IGB)
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY(UGB)
INTERIM IMMEDIATE GROWTH
AREA
AREA OUTSIDE IGA BUT
INSIDE UGB

Metropolitan
Service District

All Arterial Base (1977)

This increased rate of land consumption does not appear to be related
to wasteful single family land use densities. Building permit
activity was compiled for that same period and compared to the land
area used. The resulting housing densities appear to be greater
than four units per net acre (UNA) for single family units and over
13 UNA for multi-family units. That is near the UGB Findings
assumptions of 4.04 UNA and 13.26 UNA for single and multi-family
units, respectively. The mix of single and multi-family units was
60 percent and 40 percent, respectively, which is below the 50/50
split assumed in the UGB Findings.
Housing starts for the whole region for 1977 and 1978 were over 60
percent above the average annual forecast for the 23 year period
1977-2000. But that is only the first two years of a 23 year forecast period and should not be construed to mean that the UGB is too
small.
The location of existing employment centers is an important determinant of future urban commitment. Map 2 shows these areas for 1977
inside of the UGB. The dispersion of local, sub-regional and
regional employment centers throughout the urban area make it difficult to preserve land for agriculture within commuting distance of
any center or between them.
Map 1 and Map 2 indicate substantial urbanization in the immediate
growth areas and the areas between the IGA and the UGB. Further,
recent growth patterns suggest that vacant land in the year 2000 may
amount to a figure far less than 15 percent of total developed land.
Public Facilities
Five public facilities or services were evaluated for urban commitment. Three of these — roads, sewers and water lines -- are
required to be in place at the time of development and are frequently sized to account for anticipated nearby development. The
other two facilities and services — schools and fire services —
often follow shortly after development. Together, these facilities
or services require the greatest capital investment or are considered immediate public necessities. By overbuilding or oversizing, these services often lay the framework for future urban growth.
Each utility was evaluated for the IGA-UGB areas of Washington
County and some were evaluated for the entire region. Development
up to 1977 is differentiated from that occurring since 1977. Where
possible, committed or financed facilities are shown.
The time horizon for the planned facilities is five years from now
(or 1985). Few public facility or service officials could forecast
beyond that horizon for capital investments.
It is, therefore, important to note that this analysis is an attempt
to justify a 23 year (1977-2000) supply of urban land using data
about public facilities that are planned at most five years
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MAP 2

COMMERCIAL
AND INDUSTRIAL
EMPLOYMENT
CENTERS 1978
INTERIM IMMEDIATE GROWTH
BOUNDARY (IGB)
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY(UGB)
INTERIM IMMEDIATE GROWTH
AREA
AREA OUTSIDE IGA BUT
INSIDE UGB

Metropolitan
Service District
527 SW Hall Portland OR 97201

(1979-1984) into the future. An interesting, if not ironic, chain
of decision-making events takes place when one inquires of a sewer
or water district manager what he expects his service district to
look like in 10 to 20 years. He responds that the services will
follow along with development, (given some economic and engineering
constraints) which is controlled by a city or county which in turn
bases its decision on where the UGB is located. Expansion of service districts is controlled by the Metropolitan Boundary Commission,
which also bases its decision on the UGB. The same holds true for
annexations to cities. This pattern was repeated frequently in
interviews with public service providers.
The conclusion is that long-term planning of public facilities and
services, as currently practiced, is dependent upon a well managed
Urban Growth Boundary. The reverse — that a UGB is dependent on
public services — is not so true. Many service providers will not
service land outside of the UGB. Current practice is consistent
with Metro's policy that land use determinations precede and govern
public facility plans and investments.
Along with public facility systems maps and data it is important to
show what patterns emerge from commitments made prior to the adoption of a UGB. It is obvious, but singularly weighty, to observe
that facility providers like the Wolf Creek Water District, the
Unified Sewerage Agency, and the multitude of school districts and
fire districts existed prior to the UGB. Plans were laid and
investments were made by those service providers before the first
UGB was drawn in 1976 to guide them. It is this pre-UGB planning
and investment that has determined current development patterns and
will shape many future urban commitments.
Due to the impossibility of long-run forecasts of specific public
investments, it is necessary to form some visual projection of
existing patterns in relation to future needs of the region's population growth. The following information about public facilities
attempts to do that as a major portion of the evidence for locating
the UGB.
Public Sewer Systems
Map 3 shows existing sewer serviced areas differentiated by pre-1977
and post 1977. No public sewer systems extend beyond the UGB, and
the map shows a clear pattern of infill within the Boundary. All
new extensions are generally contiguous to existing development with
the exception of major federal or state-assisted sewer interceptor
projects that are intended to solve regional waste treatment problems identified in the regional wastewater treatment plan ("208"
water quality plan). This pattern is expected to continue as the
UGB is developed for urban uses.
One additional sewer interceptor is planned in the IGA-UGB region —
the Rock Creek interceptor. It will pass in a north-south route
from the Summerset West Subdivision (the "island" of IGA land north
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MAP 3

AREA
SERVED BY
SEWER
SEPTEMBER, 1979

SERVICE AREA TO APPROXIMATELY 1976
SERVICE AREA SINCE APPROXIMATELY 1976
BASED ON INFORMATION ON FILE AT METRO, GENERALLY NOT
MORE THAN 3 0 0 FT. DISTANT FROM SEWER LINE

INTERIM IMMEDIATE GROWTH
BOUNDARY(IGB)
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY(UGB)
IGA INTERIM IMMEDIATE GROWTH
AREA
AREA OUTSIDE IGA BUT
INSIDE UGB

Metropolitan
Service District
527 SW Hall Portland OR 97201
503/221-1646

All Arterial Base (1977)

of Sunset Highway) to the main sewer line passing east-west between
Hillsboro and Beaverton. This will allow the closure of a small,
undersized treatment facility* that serves only the Sommerset West
subdivision. Once in place, the vacant land contiguous to existing
development and inside of the IGA-UGB area can be served. The four
year debate over whether the serviced area would be inside or outside of the UGB has cost the project its federal funding for at
least this year.
*

The existing treatment plant is 20 years old and antiquated.
The Unified Sewerage Agency (USA) that operates the plant estimates that $100,000 will have to be spent to solve short-term
problems. The plant is not designed to digest the sludge it
produces, and USA must daily transport it to other locations
for final treatment. These deficiencies make the plant inefficient and expensive to operate.
Public Water Systems

Map 4 shows areas served by water in the IGA-UGB area of Washington
County. The lighter shaded areas are those served by water as of
June, 1977, and the darker shading shows additions to the water systems since 1977. Committed mains and reservoirs as well as planned
reservoirs are also shown.
The Springville reservoir will require one or more as yet unlocated
feeder lines for tie-in to the existing system. When these feeder
lines are located, the reservoir will have the capacity to serve a
much larger population than currently resides in the area.
The Beaverton Water District has plans to service (within the next
two years) the area north of Weir Road and between the Wolf Creek
Water District Boundary and the existing city limits. This additional service will be possible because of the construction of a new
reservoir in Forest Grove.
The data included is primarily for the Wolf Creek Water District
which serves the majority of the IGA/UGB area.
As can be seen from the Water Coverage Map, the majority of the presently vacant land within the IGA/UGB area north of the Tualatin
Valley Highway is surrounded by existing mains and serviced areas.
It is expected that this service availability will allow development
to fill in this area.
Fire Protection
Fire station locations throughout the region and westside service
areas are shown on Map 5. The service area boundaries were drawn to
include all areas within two and one-half road miles of a fire station. Officials at Washington County Fire Districts No. 1 and No. 2
consider areas within this distance to have excellent service.
All of the presently urbanized areas on the west side are within
this service area limit.
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527 SW Hall Portland OR 97201
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A// Arterial Base (1977)

Planned station locations and projected service boundaries are also
shown on Map 5. The Petes Mountain station is scheduled to be in
service within two to three years, the Cooper/Bull Mountain station
should be operational within two years, and the relocation of the
Orenco facility to the Helvetia location is expected within a year
and one-half. An additional station in the Germantown/Springville/
Kaiser Road vicinity is in preliminary discussion.
Fire district officials stated that all of the areas between the
IGA-UGB, with the exception of the parts of the Bull Mountain and
West Hills areas, are served at a level comparable to the service
available in the Hillsboro, Beaverton, Cedar Mill, and Aloha areas.
With present and planned stations, all of the areas within the proposed UGB will be within a two and one-half mile road distance from
one or more present and planned stations.
Schools
Map 6 shows all public and private schools in the region, public
schools under construction and future public school sites presently
owned by a school district in Washington County. The map shows that
school densities outside of the UGB are significantly lower than
inside of the UGB.
Significantly, several new schools are under construction or planned
inside or near the IGA-UGB areas. Four school sites are located in
or near the Springfield area in response to recent past and future
expected increases in population in that area. The same is true for
the West Union, Bull Mountain and Cooper Mountain areas.
Also of significant locational interest are the Beaverton, Tigard
and Reedville school district boundaries located just outside of the
UGB. These school systems are geared to provide educational services to fast growing urban areas with several schools per district.
Following is a list of school districts in Washington County with a
relative ranking as urban or rural based on membership.
Average Daily Memberships
Urban

Beaverton
Hillsboro
Forest Grove
Tigard
Reedville
Sherwood
Hillsboro

Rural

West Union
Banks
Groener
Farmington View
North Plains
Gaston
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20,267
3,546
3,785
5,651
1,422
1,365
4,758
528
1,054
294
217
313
468

MAP 6

SCHOOLS
PUBLIC & PRIVATE
SCHOOLS & COLLEGES (1979)
EXISTING
UNDER CONSTRUCTION
FUTURE
SCHOOL DISTRICT BOUNDARY
INTERIM IMMEDIATE GROWTH
BOUNDARY(IGB)
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY(UGB)
IGA INTERIM IMMEDIATE GROWTH
AREA
AREA OUTSIDE IGA BUT
INSIDE UGB

Metropolitan
Service District
527 SW Hall Portland OR 97201
503/221-1646

All Arterial Base (1977)

Most of the vacant land inside the UGB is presently in urban class
schools with the exception of the West Union school district that it
is between the Hillsboro and Beaverton School districts.
Transportation
The following is an evaluation of the major regional transportation
corridors, improvements to the arterial system and proposals for
mass transit options in the western portion of the UGB.
Metro recently completed "A Systems Analysis of Major Transportation
Corridors" study. Five major corridors were identified as
"...corridor(s) between counties, or between counties and major
jurisdictions (over 20,000 population) or between major jurisdictions...." (p. 1-9.). The five corridors relate to the existing
transportation network as well as to future transportation needs.
Map 7 identifies each corridor.
On July 26, 1979, the Metro Council adopted the "Regional Transportation Corridor Improvement Strategy" that designated the Western
Radial Corridor as a priority corridor for major transitway investment. The Western Radial and Eastern Corridors are the only corridors in the region to be designated "priority."
The Western Radial Corridor links Portland with Beaverton,
Hillsboro, Cornelius and Forest Grove. Major networks include the
Sunset Highway (expressway), the Tualatin Valley/Beaverton-Hillsdale
Highway (partial arterial) and Canyon Road (principal arterial).
Other major but "non-regional" highway facilities include Cornell,
Walker, Barnes and Farmington Roads. These arterials have the
second highest total volume and work trip volume in the region and
without further improvements are expected by 1995 to have the most
severe congestion of any corridor in the region. Since this corridor passes through the bulk of IGA-UGB land area, it is a critical
locational factor to consider.
Listed below is a number of committed projects and critical problem
areas that are either funded or under study to alleviate current and
projected problems. Each project is located in or near the IGA-UGB
area.
I.

Federal Interstate Transfer Funds Reserved
for major transit improvements (as of
December 31, 1978, and excludes 15 percent
local match)

II.

Committed Arterial Projects
$30.8 million
Tualatin Valley Hwy. at 185th
Highway 217/72nd Ave. interchange
Canyon Rd./TV Hwy. corridor
Farmington Rd. corridor - 185th Ave. to Lombard Ave.
Hall Blvd. corridor - TV Hwy. to Scholls Ferry Rd.
Cedar Hills Blvd./Walker Rd. intersection
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$61.1 million

MAP 7

MAP 8

TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS
COMMITTED a PLANNED
IN WASHINGTON COUNTY
BETWEEN IGA a UGB
PRIORITY ARTERIAL PROJECTS
SUNSET LIGHT RAIL ALTERNATIVES
AND TRANSFER POINTS
COMMITTED TRANSIT STATIONS

MAP 9
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INTERIM IMMEDIATE GROWTH
BOUNDARY(IGB)
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY(UGB)
IGA INTERIM IMMEDIATE GROWTH
AREA
AREA OUTSIDE IGA BUT
INSIDE UGB

Beaverton-Hillsdale Hwy. - Capitol Hwy. to Scholls Ferry Rd.
SW Greenburg Rd. - Hall to Oak
Scholls Hwy. at Allen
Cornell Rd. at Murray Blvd.
Hall Blvd. at Hwy. 217
Progress interchange ramp to Scholls Ferry Rd.
Allen Blvd. interchange
Sunset Hwy. overlays
Hwy. 217 and Sunset Hwy. interchange
Barnes Rd. - Hwy. 217 to 84th Ave.
185th - Walker Rd. to Sunset Hwy.
SW Jenkins/158th - Murray Blvd. to Sunset Hwy.
III. Critical Problem Areas under study
Murray Blvd. south from Sunset Hwy. to Old Scholls Ferry Rd.
158th St. extension - Jenkins Rd. south to Farmington Rd.
Cornell Rd. south from Sunset Hwy. on Cornell Rd. to
Baseline St., Hillsboro
Allen Blvd. - Scholls Ferry Rd. west on Allen Blvd. to Murray
Rd.
Scholls Ferry Rd. - Sunset Hwy. southwest on Scholls Ferry
Rd. to Murray Rd.
Farmington, Sixth St., in Beaverton west on Farmington, 185th
Transit stations, Sunset Light Rail Alternatives (related to I.
above)
Burlington Northern Railroad
Tualatin Valley Hwy./Southern Pacific
Projects listed in categories I and II have committed funds totaling
$91.9 million, a figure that would be considerably larger if it were
adjusted for inflation and local match. Category I is commonly referred to as the Sunset Light Rail project. Category III lists two
transit station projects related to Category I and six other transportation projects that are under study and will compete with
approximately 17 other projects for funding. Ten of these projects
will be selected by Metro for total funding of $20 million. In
summary, committed and potential funding for the Western Radial
Corridor exceeds $100 million.
Industrial Lands
Much of the IGA-UGB land in Washington County that is identified for
its high agricultural quality soil is zoned industrial and is comprised of large parcels particularly the West Union area. In part,
the justification for its inclusion in the UGB is the need for large
industrial parcels in the region.
The original UGB Findings identified a need for 16,772 acres of industrial land by the year 2000. In 1977, 12,115 acres were already
in industrial use leaving only 4,657 additional acres (38 percent)
required between now and the year 2000. Industrial employ- ment is
forecast to grow 72 percent for the same period. Thirty- eight
percent more land will itself not accommodate 72 percent more
industrial employment, given the assumed future employment-to-land
ratios (density) .
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If projected industrial growth is to be accommodated by existing
sites, employment densities must rise for existing industrial sites
by replacement of existing equipment and buildings with more modern
land-efficient factories. These conversion procedures are generally
observed as long-term phenomena because capital equipment does not
become obsolete or totally depreciated overnight. Much slower is a
firm's realization that old equipment can and should be replaced
with more efficient equipment. Finally, the required rate of innovation and invention of more land-intensive equipment is impossible
to predict. The UGB assumption that all existing manufacturers will
increase their land-use efficiencies from current to proposed densities is at least a heroic one. However, if existing industries do
not increase densities then 8,723 additional acres will be required
by 2000.
On the supply side Metro's inventory of vacant land in 1977 identified 12, 848 acres of industrially zoned land which is 8,200 acres
more than the forecasted need. However, this is offset by commercial land needs which are 4,900 acres greater than that zoned for
commercial use. As Table 4 shows the net result is an 11 percent
surplus of vacant industrial/commercially zoned land. Provided zoning can and will be changed and assuming that vacant industrial land
parcels are appropriately distributed and sized for new firms then
there will be sufficient land. These data include all of the IGA-UGB
area zoned industrial or commercial.
TABLE 4:

Industrial and Commercial Land Needs and Supply
1977 Land Use
Used
Vacant

Commercial
Industr ial
Total

6 ,049.,2
12 ,115.,7
18 ,164.,9

1,981.8
12,847.7*
14,829.5

2000
Projected
Need

Balances
(Deficit)

12,929..3
16,772.,0
29,701.,3

(4,898.3)
8,191.4
3,293.1

Surplus (Market Factor)
11 percent
•"Includes 2,000 acres of vacant land in the Columbia South Shore
area.
The parcel size of industrially zoned land could not be determined
from existing data. However, this is an important consideration for
industrial and some commercial developments as evidenced below.
Therefore, it is difficult to estimate how much surplus land is
necessary to facilitate market operations.
Recent past industrial developments within the SMSA (including Clark
County, Washington) show a demand for large parcels.
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Firm, Location

Acres

Single Companies
Intel, Hillsboro
Tektronix, Wilsonville
Wacker Chemical, Portland
Tektronix, Clark County
Hewiett-Packard, Clark County
W. C. Sivers Co., Multnomah County
Bedford Association, Multnomah County
MTR Company, Washington County

53
30
52
267
190
115
54
44

Industrial Parks
Upland Industries, Multnomah County
Lake Oswego
Although the above list is not comprehensive, all
made within the past two years. No rate of large
sumption can be accurately derived from the above
however, suffice it to say that a demand for such
probably continue over the life of the UGB.

120
65
locations were
parcel land conlist of figures;
parcels will

Metro forecasts that large, heavy industries will be attracted to
the Portland Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA). Employment forecasts for primary metals, fabricated metals, machinery,
electrical equipment and transportation equipment industries (the
large land using heavy industries) show a doubling of employment
between 1975 and 2000.
Prospects For Urban Agriculture
A recent study ("Important Farm Lands" by Dideriksen and Sampson in
1976) indicated that approximately 40 percent of the U. S. cropland-flosses between 1967 and 1975 were due to encroaching urbanization.
Much of the cropland lost was undoubtedly converted to industrial,
commercial or residential uses. Much of the cropland loss, however,
was tKe~~r~e~3rri±--o1rTIrrban pressures that may act in many indirect ways
to reduce the profitability of agricultural enterprise.
J. B. Wyckoff, an Extension Economist at Oregon State University,
effectively documents some of the problems faced by the farmer in
metropolitan areas of Oregon ("Agricultural Land Preservation in the
Metropolitan Area: Suggested Public Policies," unpublished).
Wyckoff views agriculture as being frequently incompatible with
urban land uses due to "(a) cultural practices causing dust, noise,
odors, spray drifts, smoke, and attractive nuisances; (b) the uses j
of chemicals such as commercial fertilizers, herbicides and pesti- y
cides and the potential danger to adjacent residents, fauna and
flora from their use; (c) vandalism of farming equipment, supplies
and structures by urban residents; (d) the multitude of regulations
and agencies designed to meet urban needs that impinge upon farming
operations, not to mention the lack of understanding of farming by
the employees of the agencies themselves; (e) presence of urban
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services or urban service districts which do not contribute to the
farming operation but still add to costs; (f) the inability of
farmers to get 'their voice heard1 at the ballot box because of
their small numbers; (g) the threat of loss of asset value, i.e.,
land, through exclusive Farm Use zoning (EFU); and (h) higher production costs due to small field size, higher urban tax rates, less
efficient cultural practices, urban service district levies, high
insurance costs, vandalism, etc." To Wyckoff's list we should add
that diminishing agricultural output of a region may force marketing, processing, and transportation functions to abandon the area
and leave the remaining producers with an agricultural infra-structure incapable of adequate support to the remaining farmers.
Agricultural operations in the Metro area face many of the problems
listed above. Past patterns of development in the region have left
an urban imprint detrimental to agricultural enterprises. The
Columbia South Shore area, for example, is comprised of many large
parcels of fertile soil, but the area can no longer be considered
prime for agriculture. This is due in part to such urban phenomena
as jet airplane pollution that falls to earth and is absorbed in the
locally grown crops. Examples of urban interference with agriculture abound. Dairies suffer from the increased roadside litter or
general vandalism that accompanies growth. Many farmers have to
limit or abandon practices such as pesticide or fertilizer applications that interfere with suburban lifestyles. In summary, urban
pressures increase the farmers' cost of doing business, making it
less competitive with more rural farm operations.
Oregon has legislated some incentives to encourage the preservation
of agricultural land. Use-value property assessment, for example,
provides for assessment of agricultural land at its value in agricultural production rather than its value in some alternative urban
use. A substantial penalty must be paid if the land is prematurely
converted to a "higher and better" use. There is some evidence that
the tax penalty provision of use-value assessment has actually
"encouraged farmers to convert their land quicker." ("Metropolitan
Farming: To Be or Not To Be," Unpublished, J. B. Wyckoff, p. 10)
Though the cause and effect relationship between growing urbanization and the decreasing viability of agriculture is clouded in the
Metro region, it is certain that the continued preservation of urban
agriculture must rely on additional cost incentives. Despite growth
management policies and areas designated for "future urban" growth,
urban growth will inevitably and increasingly encroach on urban
agriculture. Urban encroachment on agriculture is not a linear
relationship; if one 20-acre subdivision adversely impacts one 40
acre farm, two 20-acre subdivisions likely will do more than twice
the damage.
Urban land in farms cannot compete as a commodity with an urban
use. Oregon has acted to recognize agricultural land as a resource
rather than a commodity, but incentives to farmers may have to be
raised in the future. Urban agriculture in the Metro region is
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currently a tenuous proposition (with the possible exception of
nurseries and greenhouses) because of the spatial pattern of urbanization, and prospects of a rosier future are not good.
Thus, it appears unwise for the public to preserve lands between the
IGA-UGB for agricultural purposes when so much of it is surrounded
by urban development. A land use pattern with pockets of agriculture mixed with urban uses, like the holes in a Swiss cheese, seems
inadvisable.
Metro asked the Oregon State University Extension Service to evaluate the agricultural potential of six areas located between the
IGA-UGB and shown on Map 10. Their comments on each area are:
1.

"We feel (this area) still has a lot of agricultural potential. This would be greatly enhanced
if irrigation water could be developed which we
suspect is doubtful, at least during our lifetime. Currently there are sizeable acreages of
wheat, crimson clover, and red clover. All of
the Class I and Class II can be used for one or
the other or all of these crops. Probably a good
average yield on these crops would be 80 bushels
per acre on wheat; 300 pounds per acre on crimson
clover; and 350 pounds per acre on red clover.
It would seem our suggestion to try and maintain
that area for agricultural pursuits*.
Some of the land currently classed as brush or
wasteland could also grow Christmas trees.

2.

"That district is not nearly as well suited for
agriculture and is already pretty well broken up
into small lot sizes. The open land there would
have potential for growing nursery crops even on
small lot sizes if sufficient water could be
developed - this could be through the development
of farm ponds and, perhaps, some wells which
haven't proven expecially productive in that
area. We believe that the loss of what
agriculture could be produced there would not be
significant to the overall economy of the county
and, therefore, would probably just as well be
used for other purposes.

3.

"This area around Tualatin also has a rather low
value as agricultural land. There is
considerable wetland and stony land in that area
and possibly would be best suited for industrial
development or some similar use. Again, the loss
of agriculture in that area would not be critical
to the economy of the county.

*A subsequent telephone conversation with Mr. Baron suggested that
the word "seem" should be replaced with the word "be."
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MAP 10

AREAS
EVALUATED FOR
AGRICULTURAL
POTENTIAL

WASHINGT0N CO
YAMHILL CO

4.

"The area around Sherwood is good agricultural
land but has been cut up into quite small tracts.
There are still some orchards - mainly filbert,
cherry, and walnut - in the area and because of
being on a main traveled road and in a high density
population area, it could be used more intensively
for roadside marketing than it currently is; there
is some of this in the area now and we feel it
could be expanded. Here, again, water development
would be most desirable and is probably somewhat
limited in that area.
"There are also some small nurseries in the Sherwood area that could continue even under rather
high population densities. We view it as a borderline situation in that it could go either way —
remain in farming or to a higher and better use.
In this regard, and particularly in this area, it
would seem that if a person wishing to maintain
his farm could continue to get tax defferal treatment even though the surrounding area was developed
for something other than farming, it might be well
to consider them operating in that manner.

5.

"Cooper Mountain - Bull Mountain - According to
the map it appears that only the north and east
slopes are being considered at this time. Taking
Cooper Mt. first, we do have one of our larger
holly plantings which has been somewhat successful
and there are some producing filbert orchards in
the area under consideration. While I have not
kept current on holly returns, I believe it would
be in the area of 1,500 to 2,000 pounds per acre
yield at around 30 cents to 35 cents per pound.
Filbert prices were 42 cents to the grower last
year and this year, were 49 cents to the grower,
with yields running about 1,200 to 1,400 per acre.
"We believe that these two areas have only limited
agricultural value and with the rather steep slopes
in some places and the shallower, harder-to-work
soil, probably should not be kept in agriculture
as a total area. Perhaps here again, if it could
be done on an individual basis with adequate tax
protection it would be desirable to handle in that
manner."
(Source: October 11, 1979, letter from Mr. Lloyd
C. Baron, Chairman Extension Agent, Washington
County to Mr. Herb Beals, Principal Planner, Metro)

This information concludes that much of the IGA-UGB is not appropriate for long-range agricultural use. Many of the productive agricultural pursuits in these areas are protected from premature conversion by Metro's Urban Growth Management policies, discussed in
Appendix A to these Findings.
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Other IGA-UGB Areas
Multnomah County and Clackamas County have proportionately less
vacant land than Washington County (see Table 1 ) , and counties have
much smaller IGA-UGB areas than does Washington County.
Clackamas County: The area south of Oregon City is the largest
IGA-UGB area in Clackamas County. As shown in Map 1, this area is
heavily developed and falls within the proposed Tri-City Sewer District boundary. The only other sizable area is the incorporated
area of the city of Happy Valley. CRAG and Clackamas County concluded that this area is already an urban.(October, 1978, CRAG Board
Meeting minutes).
Multnomah County: The largest IGA-UGB area in Multnomah County is
the Columbia South Shore area, located along the Columbia River and
east of Portland. This area was studied by Multnomah County and
reviewed by Metro. It is the second largest IGA-UGB area and contains over 2,500 acres.
In its review of the Multnomah County plan for this area, Metro concluded:
"Conclusion based on Criteria 3 through 7
It is recommended that the entire Columbia South Shore Study
Area be designated urban for the following reasons:
1.

The area is virtually surrounded by urban development and
planned urban areas.

2.

An urban designation would provide 2,500 additional acres
of developable land at a location which is:
a.
b.
c.

3.

Easily provided with urban-level services.
Relatively close to the population center of Portland
and the East County cities (i.e., energy efficient).
Well located with respect to the regional
transportation system.

Although the area is composed primarily of Class II and
III soils, agricultural pursuits are only marginally viable
due to the following factors:
a.
b.
c.

The presence of various urban/agricultural conflicts,
such as limitations in the use of pesticides, theft,
and vandalism.
Relatively high land values and assessed valuations
(due to the factors mentioned in #2).
The soils in the area suffer from the infestation of
parasites and from hydrocarbon buildups (due to the
proximity to the airport), thereby limiting the types
of crops which may be grown. Given this situation,
the study area appears particularly suited to urban
industrial uses."
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Summary
Metro continues to believe that redrawing a smaller Urban Growth
Boundary would be inadvisable. This chapter has attempted to
justify that belief through an analysis of current and projected
land-use trends that have left, and will continue to leave, an urban
imprint on currently vacant land that cannot practically be reversed.
Most technical analysis focused on Washington County where the
majority of land between the IGA and UGB exists. The following
points are noteworthy.
1.

Substantial recent urbanization has occurred in the IGA area.
Recent growth patterns suggest that in the year 2000 no vacant
land will exist inside of the Washington County UGB as proposed
by Metro.

2.

The vast majority of vacant land is served adequately or better
by public water systems and fire protection.

3.

A clear pattern of public sewer system infill is occurring and
is generally contiguous to developed area.

4.

Most of the IGA-UGB area is served by urban class schools and
several new schools are under construction or planned inside or
near the IGA-UGB areas.

5.

The Western Radial Transportation Corridor, passing through the
bulk of the IGA-UGB area, has committed funds in excess of $91
million allocated to help solve current and projected transit
problems. The area has been designated a priority transit
corridor because of existing as well as projected urban transportation problems.

These points should be considered with two additional observations.
First, the IGA-UGB area has large parcels of industrially zoned
areas within the region. These are the parcel types most desired by
the type of industry the region attracts.
Second, most of the IGA-UGB area is at best marginally viable for
agricultural operations. The areas best suited to agriculture
require substantial investments in irrigation if they are to remain
competitive with rural farm operations.
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PART III
GROWTH MANAGEMENT POLICIES
INTRODUCTION
LCDC Order No. 78-039 notes that if Metro is to have a larger land
supply than that exactly required for the year 2000 population, then
Metro "...must also adopt strategies in addition to those expressly
set forth in the Goal #14 for management of the urbanizable land
surplus" (p. 13). Accordingly, the Metro Council on August 23,
1979, adopted by resolution five UGB Management Guideline Policies.
These policies were developed in response to questions posed by the
LCDC at the July 11-12, 1979, UGB hearings.
This discussion will respond to Issue 2 (Chapter I) : "MSD policy
statement on the control of urban sprawl. Policy statement to be
implemented by adoption of conversion policies." Issue 2 will,
henceforth, be referred to as "Growth Management Policies." Additionally, Part III will address the LCDC concern about achieving the
residential densities assumed in the UGB Findings (Chapter II), and
evaluate the effect of allowing subsurface sewage disposal systems
on lots of record (Chapter III).
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CHAPTER I
METRO'S GROWTH MANAGEMENT POLICIES
AND ALTERNATIVES
With respect to Growth Management Policies, the control of urban
sprawl has been discussed within a framework that is nicely summarized in a September 5, 1979, DLCD memorandum (Subject: Department
Analysis and Recommendations on MSD Council Resolution of August 23,
1979):
"(Metro and DLCD have) approached the issue of protecting
surplus lands from premature and low density conversion
from two perspectives:
"A.

Surplus lands would be identified, mapped
and given special protection and held until
needed for future development by separating
'immediate urban' from 'future urban'
lands. This approach is referred to as the
'line within a line approach; or,

"B.

Policies would be adopted to ensure contiguous development at urban densities with
sewer, water and transportation services in
place. This is known as the 'conversion
policy' approach" (pg. 3 ) . (The conversion
policy approach has been variously referred
to as the "contiguity" or "contiguous
growth" approach.)

LCDC's interest in Growth Management Policies for the Metro region
stems from the Commission's belief that the Metro-area UGB contains
"surplus" land beyond that needed for growth to the year 2000. Consequently, "if MSD establishes that it is impossible to draw a
smaller a year 2000 boundary, it must also adopt strategies in addition to those expressly set forth in the Goal #14 for management of
the urbanizable land surplus" (Continuation Order, September, 1979,
p.13, lines 21-23).
Growth management strategies similar to those articulated by DLCD
and the LCDC Hearings Officer, were adopted by resolution by the
Metro Council on August 23, 1979. Issue 2, regarding growth management strategies, was addressed in the form of four Policy Guidelines. These Policy Guidelines are quoted or summarized as follows:
Policy Guideline No. 1:
New urban development within the Urban Growth Boundary shall be contiguous to areas of existing development to encourage 'filling in'
of buildable lands and to reduce 'leapfrog' or 'sprawl' development.
Contiguous means, in this instance, surrounded by development on at
least three sides or adjacent to developed parcels. However, new
development may be non-contiguous to existing development if the
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development is compatible with the efficient provision of public
facilities and services.
In cities or counties where the local plan distinguishes immediate
from future urban areas (with policies prohibiting development in
future areas), this Metro policy shall apply only in the future
urban areas."
Policy Guideline No. 2:
Defines undeveloped land and specifies that local ordinances and
controls will preserve undeveloped land for efficient future
urbani zation.
Policy Guideline No. 3:
Specifies when undeveloped land may be converted to urban uses,
particularly that "sewer and water facilities and services are
assured concurrent with final approval of the development proposal."
Policy Guideline No. 4:
Specifies and limits urban development on septic tanks or cesspools.
In summary, these four Policy Guidelines address growth management
within the UGB by (1) advocating conversion policy growth management
unless a local jurisdiction is managing growth through the linewithin-a-line approach, (2) specifying the preservation of "future
urban" land, and (3) insuring that public services are available at
the time of development.
Policy Guideline No. 1 specifies contiguous urban growth, with some
exceptions as an objective for efficient development. DLCD's
September 5 memorandum states that this guideline is insufficient to
carry out the intent of the four Goal #14 conversion factors since
Metro has suggested that some growth may be non-contiguous,
particularly if local jurisdictions employ the line-within-a-line
approach to urbanization.
It is Metro's position that growth management within the UGB should
rely on local jurisdiction controls as well as regional policies.
These local controls may be consistent with either the line-within-aline or conversion policy approach, or some combination of the two,
and should be dictated in part by existing patterns of development
and existing and proposed public services. Regional growth
management controls should address issues that are not, or cannot
be, properly addressed at the local level. Thus, a local
jurisdiction that fails to implement or properly enforce the spirit
and intent of Metro's Policy Guidelines may be required by Metro
ordinance to comply.
DLCD's objections to the Policy Guidelines are directed at Metro's
reluctance to strictly endorse one of the growth management
approaches for the region.
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It is Metro's position that neither the line-within-a-line approach,
nor the conversion policy approach, strictly interpreted, is consistent with urban growth objectives of (1) reducing sprawl, (2)
providing a degree of choice in the land market, (3) efficiently
providing public facilities and services, and (4) preserving future
urban land for efficient development at a later date. Metro feels
that the best approach is that which was adopted by resolution on
August 23, 1979, a flexible and pragmatic application of the
conversion policy and line-within-a-line approach that recognizes
jurisdiction-unique conditions and encourages local jurisdiction
policy where appropriate.
Justification for Metro's growth management approach will be
discussed in the context of evaluating the merits and demerits of
the conversion policy and line-within-a-line approaches. The
following section will discuss Metro's policy to coordinate its
Growth Management Policies, implementation and enforcement with
local governments. The second section will discuss the positive and
negative implications of the conversion policy approach, and the
third section will deal similarly with the line-within-a-line
approach. The fourth section will present Metro's Growth Management
Policies that include elements of both of the above approaches, and
relate them to existing or proposed local government policies.
Metro sees this approach as being flexible, pragmatic, and
consistant with growth management elements of Goal #14.
Implementation
In prior discussion of the Growth Management Policies necessary to
regulate peripheral growth inside the UGB, it has been suggested by
some that Metro ought to be the implementor and enforcer of such
policies. There are several reasons why this role should reside at
the local rather than regional level, and Metro is convinced of the
validity of these reasons.
First, Metro is assigned the task of preparing and adopting an UGB
for the region. See 1979 Oregon Laws, Chapter 402. Metro's
legislation does not include a clear ability to control development
inside an UGB. Though Metro believes that it has such authority
pursuant to its functional planning power, there is no question of
local authority to regulate the use of specific lands. The
implementation of specific land-use regulations is best accomplished
by the jurisdiction having the least-disputable authoritySecond, the LCDC Order requires that Growth Management Policies
cause little or no increase in the costs of development. Local
jurisdictions are clearly in the best position to insure that such
costs, which would be incurred locally in any event, are minimized.
Adoption and enforcement of such policies by Metro will cause
expenditures by Metro which can and must be recouped only from
assessments against local jurisdictions. Such jurisdictions would,
therefore, have a double cost, all of which would likely be recouped
in the form of developer fees.
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Third, Metro is well aware of and supports the principle of local
control. Just as the LCDC must adopt standards for local implementation, so must Metro. However, the LCDC should not require Metro
to assume the role of local jurisdictions for implementation of LCDC
Goals.
Fourth, Metro is a relatively new organization and is clearly not
equipped with the finances or personnel to effectively enforce
several stringent Growth Management Policies. The investigations
necessary to ensure compliance are not at this time within the means
of the District. We suggest, at least as a general proposition,
that an agency should not require or implement policies which it
cannot enforce.
Finally, the three counties in the Metro area have agreed by resolution to carry out the policies. Such consensus should not be
ignored, and the counties should be given the first opportunity to
put their agreements into practice. Only upon evidence of local
reluctance or failure to effectively carry out the policies should
Metro assume the reins of local growth control inside the UGB.
The "Conversion Policy" Approach to Growth Management
The potential benefits of a "conversion policy" approach to growth
management are dependent on the validity of assumptions concerning
the form of urban development that is least costly to serve with
sewer, water, transportation and other services. As a general rule,
growth that moves regularly outward from a developed core, bypassing
only small amounts of land, requires fewer linear feet of pipe,
asphalt and excavation and is thus cheaper to service. These benefits, and many others, are familiar to even the casual student of
urban growth, though there are many exceptions to this rule.
Goal #14 is designed to discourage urban sprawl and encourage the
efficient provision of public facilities and services. The conversion policy approach to growth management is based on a strict
interpretation of the same objectives. By definition, development
that occurs at desired densities and in regular concentric rings
around a developed core would satisfy Goal #14. Hence, the conversion policy approach is a literal attempt to implement the Goal. If
such implementation is possible, the burden of proof normally
required to convert land should be lessened if strict conversion
policies are enforced. Easing the burden of proof may be a mixed
blessing as the following discussion will show.
The potential benefits of a conversion policy approach are outweighed by the negative features of this Growth Management Policy.
The most immediate problem is defining "contiguous" and "development."
What shall be considered a core developed area, an area that future
development will progress outward from? Should a developed area be
a continuous area of a certain size, and population or structure
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density? Might an area meeting all size and density criteria not be
considered developed because of too much vacant land or inadequate
infrastructure such as roads?
If we have problems in determining from where urban growth should
proceed, we have an equally difficult time in determing in how that
new growth should occur. Of course, it should be contiguous to an
area considered to be developed, but does contiguous growth mean
"adjacent to" or only "close to" a developed area? Must the proposed growth area be bounded on three sides by development as stated
in Metro's Policy Guideline No. 1, or must a certain percentage of
its boundary be surrounded by development?
A strict definition of contiguous development might be counterproductive to some aspects of Goal #10 and Goal #14. The supply of
potentially developable land would be limited, and a limited number
of landowners would have a great deal of leverage over the price of
their property, the timing of its disposition, and the timing of
more distant parcels since development of their land will automatically make adjacent undeveloped properties "contiguous" and thus
developable. The price of land (and therefore housing) would rise
and, perhaps of greater consequence, an unwilling seller might
effectively block development in a prime area. Further, uncertainties regarding land price and development timing would undoubtedly
be compounded for more distant undeveloped areas. It would be very
risky to acquire more distant land on the expectation that it might
be ripe for development in three to five years. The positive features of land speculation, long-run planning and investment by
developers and builders as well as landowners, would be subverted
and the result would be higher prices to the eventual buyer of a
developed property. Increased risk and extended planning horizons
will translate to higher costs of doing business, higher housing
prices and the possible demise of many small and medium-size construction firms.
A loose definition of contiguous development might be equally counterproductive. If "contiguous" were defined to include land with at
least one-half of the parcel or area boundary lying within 200 feet
of a developed area the resulting pattern of development might be
linear or "tree-like." These growth forms would be counterproductive to goals of limiting sprawl and maximizing public service
eff iciency.
Whether contiguous development policies are loosely or tightly
defined, the predicted outcome is a quagmire of administrative confusion and delay. Further, monitoring this policy for violations
and consistency with local, regional and state goals would be
hindered by a cornucopia of vague polices and inconsistent
administrative decisions.
Additionally, land meeting all conditions of "contiguity" will not
necessarily develop in a timely or efficient manner. Development
will, for the most part, follow public facilities and contiguity

- 42 -

does not insure that a full range of services can or will be provided. Services and facilities are the key to development and, if
they can be provided efficiently, should predominate over conversion
policies for areas that have already been judged to be needed for
long run urban uses or committed to urban use by existing development patterns.
Metro has tried, in Policy Guideline No. 1, to avoid many of the
problems of tight or loose definitions by stating that "new development may be non-contiguous to existing development if the development is compatible with the efficient provision of public facilities
and services." DLCD has attacked this provision for failing to
require a show of need or proof that no other site is more suitable
for development. DLCD's concern is valid in theory but impractical. Proof of need would require a quantification of alternative
site availablity, an impossible chore since it requires determining
the demand curve of many landowners in both a price and time continuum. Proof that no other area may be more efficiently served
would rely on some form of cost-benefit analysis, a methodology
still in its infancy and historically characterized by widely
variant results when different researchers have studied the same
development proposal. In summary, requiring such a showing Would be
costly, of questionable accuracy and benefit, and would be biased in
favor of larger developers who could afford the expertise required
to make a convincing "lack of availability" argument. Policy Guideline No. 1 recognizes that contiguous growth may not always be
possible or socially desirable and, when this is the case, achieving
efficiences in public facilities and services should be the overriding land-use goal.
The "Line-Within-A-Line" Approach to Growth Management
The previous discussion of the conversion policy approach to growth
management highlights some potential problems of proving need and
public service efficiency if non-contiguous growth is, in fact, the
most appropriate growth form in an area. Questions of need and
public service efficiency are also integral to the "line-within-aline" approach to growth management.
The "suitable land available test" must be applied in determining
the "immediate urban" area. This rigorous, but imperfect, assessment may be time-consuming, costly and may adversely impact goals
such as "affordable housing," but upon approval of the boundary the
result may be a relatively large area that depends on services as a
precondition to development. Once justified and approved, the area
within the immediate urban boundary is proved to be needed for
urbanization and private land planning, and investment should be
able to proceed relatively unhindered.
Since the supply of vacant and available land is relatively large
(compared to the supply of land that would exist with conversion
policies) landowner leverage would be reduced and land price appreciation would be reduced. Land price stability and the potential
for disruptive land speculation at the immediate urban fringe would
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depend in part on the amount of vacant land included within the
Boundary, and the feeling of permanence that attaches to the
Boundary. A justification for this observation is based on principles articulated for the proposed UGB and will not be repeated
here (Part I, Chapter II). It should be noted, however, that a
properly drawn immediate urban boundary might be subject to the same
"surplus land" criticisms that have been directed at the UGB.
The drawbacks to a "line-within-a-line" approach have been briefly
mentioned. (1) Establishing and amending a boundary would be costly
and time-consuming. (2) A "tight" boundary would foster unnecessarily large and rapid increases in land prices, and promote pressure for frequent boundary readjustments that distort the long-run
planning efforts of both landowners and builders and increase
administrative costs. (3) A "liberal" boundary, however, may be
difficult to justify, despite the fact that it will have been drawn
based on considerations of public facility and service efficiencies,
and a prior decision that the area is needed for urban growth during
the next 20 or fewer years. (4) The "line-within-a-line" approach
to growth management has the potential of placing local jurisdiction
land-use planning efforts somewhere "between a rock and a hard
place."
Metro's Policies to Control Urban Sprawl
Metro responded to LCDC's request for a "policy statement of the
control of urban sprawl" through adoption by resolution of Policy
Guidelines. These guidelines:
1.

specify that growth should be contiguous to
developed areas unless (a) non-contiguous
development "is compatible with the
efficient provision of public facilities and
services", or (b) city or county plans
distinguish immediate urban areas from
future urban areas;

2.

define undeveloped land and specify that
local ordinances and controls will preserve
undeveloped land for efficient future urbanization; restricts new parcelization to 10
acre minimum lot sizes until a full range of
urban services is available and development
can occur at urban level densities;

3.

specify when undeveloped land may be converted to urban uses;

4.

limit development on septic tanks and cesspools; and

5.

preserve for 10 years productive agricultural lands between the IGA-UGB as specified
in Appendix A.
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These Policy Guidelines arose from a two-part philosophy of growth
management that was either stated or implied in Metro's response to
LCDC Issue 2.
1.

Local jurisdiction and Metro land-use policies must be complementary, and address regional goals while recognizing, and
accommodating when possible, intra-jurisdictional differences.
"Land-use has historically been a local government responsibility and it is with local government that the most effective
growth management controls can be implemented. Land use controls, public facility extension policies, building design
standards and public land investment policies are all coordinated to control how and where growth occurs.

Inside of the regional UGB the 27 affected local governments
\
have adopted or will adopt new plans and ordinances to accommo- <
date growth. Each of the three counties, who control the
1
unincorporated vacant land inside of the UGB, have adopted or •
proposed policies to control the timing and placement of new
|
developments. Washington County designates "future" and "imme-?
diate" growth areas; Clackamas County has proposed the use of ;
conversion policies with criteria to designate "immediate
j
urban" areas; Multnomah County uses "urban future" plan designations and "conversion policies."
2.

Neither growth management approach —"conversion policy" or
"line-within-a-line" — is appropriate for all of Metro's 27
jurisdictions. Either approach may, if strictly defined and
administered, be an inappropriate response to controlling urban
sprawl and inevitably conflict with other statewide land-use
goals.

To summarize the strengths and weaknesses of the conversion policy
approach to growth management, it:
Strengths
1.

assures (if strictly interpreted) regular outward growth from a
core developed area and, in most cases, results in the efficient provision of public facilities and services;

2.

reduces the "burden of proof" to justify additional land for
urban uses;
Weaknesses

1.

increases landowners' leverage over the price of land and the
timing of its disposition;

2.

may encourage linear or "tree-like" urban growth;

3.

creates problems in defining concepts like "contiguous" and
"development," possibly leading to difficulties in consistent
application and enforcement;
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4.

may distort the short and long-run planning horizon of landowners and builders;

5.

does not insure that development will occur in vacant land contiguous to a developed area.

The strengths and weaknesses of the line within a line approach are:
Strengths
1.

establishing an immediate urban boundary requires an assessment
of need and service efficiency and, when approved, planning and
development may proceed relatively unhindered (if there is a
relatively large supply of vacant land within the immediate
urban area);

2.

a relatively large immediate urban area will reduce the negative aspects of land speculation at the immediate urban
per iphery;
Weaknesses

1.

setting up and amending a "liberal" immediate growth area may
be costly and time-consuming;

2.

setting up a "tight" boundary will require frequent amendments
that may increase the risks of long-run planning and foster
counterproductive speculation at the periphery.

A balance sheet of the above considerations suggests that each
growth management approach is flawed. For this reason, Metro has
acted to insure a degree of latitude that local jurisdictions may
exercise in adopting growth management strategies. Metro has proposed a line-within-a-line approach for certain areas, in which conversion of these lands may not occur for at least 10 years except
for large-lot industrial uses (see Appendix A ) . This "line-withina-line" proposal will be supplemented by existing or proposed jurisdictional policies. In addition, Metro's Policy Guidelines prohibit
parcelization of undeveloped land smaller than 10 acres until the
land can be developed at urban densities with a full-range of public
facilities.
Washington County, with large areas having sewer and water service,
has existing and strictly enforced immediate urban and future urban
areas. The immediate urban area has been expanded by only approximately 150 acres in the last two years. They are in the process of
adopting a minor partitioning ordinance that will protect future
urban land for efficient urbanization.
Clackamas County, without the luxury of broad sewer coverage, has
opted in their proposed Comprehensive Plan for a growth management
strategy of a flexible line-within-a-line approach whereby "sufficient vacant immediate urban land should be permitted" based on
boundary identification and amendments "supported by findings that
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land is substantially developed". Clackamas County proposes to
apply a modified form of the conversion policy approach in establishing an Immediate Urban Boundary.
Multnomah County has proposed growth controls for the Columbia
South Shore area that constitutes a line-within-a-line approach.
Metro feels that each county is pragmatically applying growth
management strategies that address their existing region-unique
patterns of development and facilities. Each county has, or is in
the process of determining, protected future urban lands. Cities
;
not having immediate urban or future urban designations have been
I
and will continue to be encouraged to apply the principles of con- •
version policies to annexations. Non-contiguous growth may occur if
the benefits outweigh the costs of contiguous growth. Metro feels
that justification for non-contiguous growth may be made easier if
private development interests bear the facility and service costs of \
non-contiguous growth, an increasingly required condition before
j
development approval is granted.
:

In summary, Metro supports the philosophy of locally determined
•
Growth Management Policies that address need, efficient provision of >
services and facilites, development at urban level densities and
\
protects future urban lands from premature development. Neither the j
"conversion policy" nor the "line-within-a-line" approach is a
j
wholly adequate growth management philosphy; adopting features of
|
either is appropriate. Metro will monitor local jurisdictions'
growth management for compliance with regional and state land-use
goals and, when necessary, will act, as evidenced by the Policy
Guidelines, to insure that efficient and non-sprawling growth occurs
:i
within the UGB.
j
\

I
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CHAPTER II
RESIDENTIAL DENSITIES
Policy Guideline No. 3 of Metro's resolution set forth standards for
residential densities. However, the LCDC requested further assurances that Metro could accomplish an average regional density that
meets or exceeds those assumed in the Findings.
"The Commission requested MSD to provide a more detailed
explanation on how at least the net residential densities and
the housing mix ratio specified in the UGB Findings will be
achieved. MSD must describe the mechanism that it will-use to
assure that these average densities and SF/MF ratios will be
met prior to Commission approval of these Conversion Policy
Guidelines," (pg. 7 of the September 5, 1979 DLCD memorandum).
This section describes Metro's plan review process as it relates to
residential development, its monitoring system, a statistical
analysis showing the relative density variances, and Metro's plan to
re-open acknowledged local plans after a regional housing allocation
plan has been completed.
Density Distribution in the UGB
Metro's UGB Findings forecasted residential land needs to house a
year 2000 population assuming that single family housing be
developed at an average density of 4.04 Units per Net Acre (UNA),
multi-family at 13.26 UNA, and the construction of one multifamily
unit for every new single family unit, resulting in an overall
increase in density from 5.9 to 6 UNA.
Since there is a wide range of densities permitted both between and
within the 27 jurisdictions, it will be helpful to begin with a
general discussion of the tolerable range of deviation within the
density distribution assumed to estimate urban land needs.
SINGLE FAMILY DENSITIES: Single family zoning in the urban area
ranges from densities of over 8 UNA (5,000 sq. foot lots) down to .5
UNA (two acre lots). The most commonly used zones are R7 or R7.5 (6
UNA) and R10 (4 UNA). According to a survey of current zoning completed as part of the Metro Land Use and Vacant Land Inventory in
1977, six jurisdictions had no zone with a minimum lot size over
10,0000 square feet, while five had no zone with a minimum lot size
under 10,000 square feet. The R5 (UNA) and R20 (UNA) zones were
used in about seven jurisdictions each.
An assumption that the overall average density of new development
will be 4.04 UNA means that if land is normally roughly distributed
among zones (i.e., relatively more land in zones closer to the mean
and relatively less at the higher and lower density extremes), this
density will be achieved if there is as much land zoned for
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higher-than-average densities as for lower-than-average densities.
For example, so long as there is one acre of land zoned and "
developed at R5 for every one acre of land zoned and developed at a
minimum lot size of less than 20,000 square feet, the overall
average density of new single family development wi]l be 4 UNA or
greater. Since the R7 and RIO zones allow for more efficient
service provision and appear to be the more commonly used zones, and
since land zoned for higher densities generally can be developed
more easily than land zoned for low density, such a density
distribution appears a reasonable assumption. Generally land
subject to some development constraint — only half of the land
constrained by flood hazard or steep slopes — is expected to be
developed by the year 2000.
MULTI-FAMILY DENSITIES: The density of new multi-family development
is expected to drop slightly in response to a market shift toward
townhouse type development as an alternative to single family
housing. The minimum density for this type of development can be
expected to be about 10 UNA (over 4,000 square feet per unit).
Since traditional apartment zones still allow for development at
substantially higher densities, relatively small proportions of
higher density apartments will balance the increased amount of lower
density townhouses to achieve the assumed average density of
development. For instance, a twenty acre 10 UNA development, can
equal 13.26 UNA if averaged with an equal amount of land zoned for
17 UNA (2500 square feet per unit, the density of traditional
duplexes and garden apartments) or just five acres of land zoned for
30 UNA, (1500 feet per unit, as for a walk-up apartment building),
or one acre of land zoned for 80 UNA (500 feet per unit, as for
highrise apartments).
SINGLE FAMILY/MULTI-FAMILY SPLIT: The average densities assumed for
single family and multi-family development will result in an overall
average density for all new development of 6 UNA if there is an
equal amount of new single family and multi-family development. At
the assumed densities, this means approximately one-quarter of
vacant residential land should be zoned and developed for
multi-family housing.
Where the average density of multi-family housing is higher, a lower
proportion of land need be allocated for this use to achieve the
projected split. For example, if multi-family land were zoned and
developed at an average density of 17 UNA, less than 20 percent of
the vacant land would be required to achieve the projected split.
Similarly, where the average density of single family housing is
higher than the assumed average, a higher proportion of land could
be allocated for this use and the assumed overall average density of
new development could still be achieved. (To achieve an overall
density of 6 UNA, less than 15 percent of all land would need to be
developed for multi-family housing at the assumed density if single
family land were zoned and developed in equal amounts of R7 and R10.)
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Regional Development Patterns
It is not expected that densities will be distributed equally among
all jurisidictions. Some will develop at densities substantially
higher than those assumed for the region as a whole while others
will develop at less-than-average densities. In general, the large
jurisdictions close to the urban core are expected to develop more
densely than suburban communities at the fringe of the urban area.
To estimate the range of variation that can be expected, it'will be
helpful to consider currently projected densities for Portland and
Multnomah County, the most densely developed and zoned jurisdiction
and their effect on regionwide averages (Table 5 ) .
As this table shows, even assuming that only half the buildable
vacant land in each jurisdiction is developed, this relatively small
proportion of developable land would have a noticeable effect on
regionwide averages due to the substantially higher density of
development. Proportionately fewer multi-family units at lower
average densities would need to be built in the rest of the region
to achieve assumed regionwide averages, and single family units
could be built at lower densities as well.
However, on a jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction basis, it is unlikely
that these lower averages will be reflected in local plans since
market forces combined with goal requirements (as discussed in the
next section) make it likely that the higher, regionwide averages
will be met or exceeded in most cities and counties. A more likely
result is that the "slack" provided by the higher densities in
Portland and Multnomah County will be compensated for not by
generally lower-than-assumed densities throughout the rest of the
region, but by substantially lower densities in a few isolated
pockets of the region where unique circumstances make development to
full urban density impossible or inappropriate. As the last column
in Table 5 shows, if most of the rest of the region outside Portland
and unincorporated Multnomah County were to develop, on an average
for each jurisdiction, at densities assumed in the UGB Findings,
just over 3,000 acres in smaller jurisdictions could be developed at
an average density of 2.18 UNA (about 20,000 square foot lots)
without jeopardizing regionwide totals.
Monitoring densities of development allowed by local plans to assure
that they are consistent with these expected patterns is discussed
in the following sections.
Plan Review Standards and Practices for Evaluating Density
Metro is responsible for reviewing all local comprehensive plans in
the region and preparing a recommendation to LCDC on compliance
acknowledgment. In order to avoid last-minute problems, the Metro
plan review staff works closely with local jurisdictions from the
time a draft plan is first published to ensure that goal requirements are properly understood and complied with. In reviewing housing elements of local plans, this means close scrutiny of projected
densities and housing splits as they affect compliance with Goals
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#10, #11 and #14. The overall averages assumed in the Findings are
used as guidelines for this evaluation (see DLCD/Metro Plan Review
Manual, Section II, reference worksheets on housing, for an
explanation of criterion 10.2.2.3).
The following comments discuss how plans are reviewed relative to
the density assumptions used in the Findings as these assumptions
affect both goal compliance and the adequacy of the region's UGB.
As discussed under "Ongoing Review of Development Densities" below,
this review is not the final step in Metro's evaluation of local
housing plans. Metro believes current plan review procedures are
adequate to assure that sufficient multi-family housing will be
provided to meet projected regionwide housing needs, at densities
adequate to assure that the regional UGB can accommodate population
growth through the year 2000. These review procedures are not
intended to address regionwide housing policy issues such as the
appropriate "fair-share" distribution of various housing types or
densities. Consistent with DLCD Director Wes Kvarsten's letter to
CRAG interpreting the LCDC Seeman Order, such policy issues will be
addressed by completion and implementation of the regional
Market-Level Housing Plan. The Findings do not address the question
of the distribution of development within the regional UGB and the
regionwide density assumptions they are based on are not and should
not be interpreted as "fair-share" standards which all jurisdictions
must meet. Instead, prior to adoption of such standards as part of
the Market-Level Housing Plan (see Appendix B ) , a fairly wide range
of variation from jurisdiction to jurisdiction can be expected and
accepted. The discussion which follows addresses the question of
how much variation can be tolerated without jeopardizing the
validity of regionwide density assumptions, independent of the
question of how much or what type of variation is "equitable."
SINGLE FAMILY DENSITIES: In general, it is assumed that an average
density for all zones together is at least 4 units an acre, and a
minimum density for any one zone of 2 units an acre is necessary in
order to provide for lower cost single family housing to meet the
requirements of Goal #10 (Housing,) and achieve the service
efficiencies required for Goal #11 (Public Facilities and
Services). The further any jurisdiction diverges from these
assumptions, the heavier is its burden of proof to jusitify a
deviation. Most plans reviewed have met these density assumptions
for single family housing; where they have not, the Metro staff has
found insufficient justification for the lower densities and have
worked with the local jurisdiction to remedy the problem.
In the case of Durham, the zoning of all single family land for
20,000 square foot lots was found, in a preliminary review, to be
unwarranted in light of the inefficiency of providing such new
development with the sewer service which was otherwise readily
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available and of the need to provide for regional housing needs,
including lower cost single family housing. As a result of this
review, and subsequent discussions with the Planning Commission and
City Council, the city of Durham rezoned all single family land for
a 10,000 square foot minimum lot size, thus allowing for development
at the density assumed in the Findings.
In the case of Happy Valley, the City planned for single family
densities of less than 1 unit an acre, and presented an extensive
analysis of the natural constraints due to steep slopes and poor
drainage which inhibited its ability to provide for development at
full urban density. Although Metro recognizes that special
circumstances may require lower-than-average densities of
development in some cases, Metro staff found that the City had not
adequately justified such a substantial deviation from asssumed
regionwide averages and assumed minimum densities for urban
development. The City has since agreed to plan for more than double
the density it had been considering, and is now working on a plan
that will provide for an average density of 2 units an acre. Metro
staff pointed out that although natural constraints can and should
be considered in establishing appropriate densities, the City's
obligation to compensate for lower densities in these areas by
providing for the increased densities on unconstrained land has not
been met, despite the fact that unconstrained areas were being
planned for development at a density consistent with the UGB
Findings (4.04 UNA).
Most other plans reviewed to date have provided for single family
densities at or above the assumed regionwide average. Metro staff
anticipates that this will continue to be true for most plans in the
region, and that even outside the urban core enough plans will provide for average single family densities above 4 UNA to allow those
jurisdictions with unique development problems to develop at a lower
density without jeopardizing the regionwide average.
MULTI-FAMILY HOUSING: An average density of at least 13.26 UNA for
multi-family housing is assumed necessary in order to provide viable
housing alternatives for lower income families. While lower-thanaverage densities for single family housing can appropriately be
justified by the presence of physical development constraints, this
is less appropriate for multi-family housing, which is generally
difficult and expensive to build on constrained land. The UGB average density for multi-family housing is thus a firmer standard which
should rarely if ever be deviated from. The Metro plan review staff
might find that lower-than-average multi-family densities could be
provided for in a local plan without jeopardizing compliance with
Goal #10 (Housing) if the density and type of single family housing
provided (e.g., mobile homes) compensated for the lower density of
multi-family housing by providing lower cost housing alternatives
and overall densities at or above six units an acre.
Most plans reviewed thus far have provided for the average density
for multi-family housing assumed in the Findings, and Metro staff
does not anticipate any difficulty with achieving this density
regionwide.
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SINGLE-FAMILY/MULTI-FAMILY SPLIT: The relative proportion of new
single and multi-family construction is the one density measure
where Metro plan review staff have found the most deviation from the
assumed regionwide averages. Three measures are used together to
evaluate the suitability of the proposed single-family/multi-family
split: projected split for all development, projected split for new
development and average density for all new development.
Larger jurisdictions such as Portland and Multnomah County will have
a better than 65:35 split for all development as well as a better
than 50:50 rate of new construction as assumed in the Findings (see
Table 5 ) . Therefore, suburban communities which are currently
developed at less than a 65:35 split and which are planning to
maintain or improve the proportion of multi-family housing are not
expected to achieve an overall 65:35 split provided that they have
zoned sufficient land for multi-family housing to provide for a
50:50 ratio of new development. A lower rate of new multi-family
construction is considered acceptable if 1) current patterns are
such that a dramatic shift in past development trends is needed to
approach regionwide averages and a substantial increase in the
overall proportion of multi-family has been planned; or 2) the
jurisdiction is providing for a variety of lower cost single family
housing alternatives (e.g., mobile homes); or 3) there are findings
adequate to demonstrate why higher densities cannot be provided in
greater number, due to unique topographic or other circumstances.
Most plans reviewed to date for jurisdictions that are currently
developed at less than a 65:35 ratio have provided for at least a
50:50 ratio for new construction in order to achieve Goal #10
compliance and respond to market demand.
On the other hand, jurisdictions that are currently developed at a
better than 65:35 split may legitimately wish to achieve a more
orderly pace of development, widen the range of the types of lower
cost housing being provided and achieve a more balanced development
pattern by shifting development patterns from apartment to high
density single family alternatives. For example, the city of
Beaverton, which is currently almost one-half apartments, has
planned for a slight reduction in its year 2000 proportion of
multi-family housing. In this situation, a slightly lower than
50:50 rate of new construction is considered acceptable provided
that the projected year 2000 split for all development is still
65:35 or better, and that the jurisdiction is in fact compensating
for a lower proportion of multi-family housing by increasing the
proportion of higher density, lower cost single family housing and
mobile homes.
In either case, the overall density of new development is expected
to be at least six units an acre in order to comply with Goals #10
and #11 and make efficient use of the land within the UGB.
Deviation from this standard is subjected to the strictest scrutiny
against all of the above guidelines.
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Table 6 summarizes housing elements of plans reviewed by Metro to
date. As it shows, all jurisdictions reviewed have planned for new
construction adequate to bring their projected year 2000 housing mix
close to or, in many cases, above the overall regionwide assumed
average of 65:35, and have provided for an overall density of new
development at or above that assumed in the Findings.
In general, projections of total single family and multi-family
units should be considered more uniform and reliable than estimates
of the overall density of development. The methodology used to
identify buildable residential lands and to calculate the number of
units expected to be built on it varies considerably from
jurisdiction to jurisdiction, particularly the proportion of land
netted out for streets and for public and semi-public uses, and
calculations of development on constrained ("unbuildable") land.
Whatever methodology is used, however, is unlikely to have a
substantial effect on the proportions of single family and
multi-family housing, since whatever assumptions are used are
generally used uniformly in calculating both single family and
multi-family projections. To the extent different methodologies
would affect these proportions, some jurisdictions may over-estimate
single family development, since more single family than
multi-family land is likely to be used for streets and semi-public
uses. On the other hand, some jurisdictions may under-estimate
single family development, if they exclude all "unbuildable" land
from their calculations, since most constrained land is zoned for
single family development and the Findings assume that one-half of
it will actually be developed. It is difficult to judge the overall
direction of any bias which may occur in these estimates as a result
of the use by jurisdictions of assumptions which differ from those
used in the Findings. As Table 6 indicates, however, a bias in the
direction of under-estimating single family development is not
likely to jeopardize regionwide achievement of the assumed
multi-family/single family split since, in the jurisdictions
reviewed to date, up to six percent more single family units than
projected could be built without jeopardizing regionwide achievement
of the assumed 65:35 split.
The estimates of projected average density of all new development
are more sensitive to variations in the methodology used by
jurisdictions for their projections, since jurisdictions which have
not netted out sufficient land for streets or public and semi-public
uses when calculating projected housing will have over-estimated
total units and so will give an upward bias to estimates of overall
density. Estimates of gross density for some jurisdictions may
actually approach more closely net density (i.e., if all land is
considered available for housing) but since the average density for
all these jurisdictions still exceeds even the assumed net density
needed, this bias does not jeopardize the achievement of this
overall density regionwide.
It appears, therefore, from plans reviewed to date, that
jurisdictions are planning for sufficiently dramatic shifts from
past development trends to achieve the densities assumed needed
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regionwide. The fact that the total level of development planned in
these communities actually exceeds regionwide density assumptions
provides an adequate margin of compensation for the fact that land
does not always develop to the maximum density permitted.
Monitoring Zoning Densities
The above discussion of the plan review process affects only
"planned" development densities. Zoning densities specify only the
minimum lot size (or maximum allowable density) for an area. A
monitoring system has been developed to determine whether the
assumed densities in the UGB Findings are being met.
Building permits and subdivision applications will be evaluatated
yearly to determine the actual net densities of new development.
This will be done for each city and unincorporated county area and
by census tract.
This information will help Metro identify jurisdictions which are
not meeting their own planned densities or those in the UGB Findings.
Ongoing Review of Development Densities;
Work on Market-Level Housing Targets and Strategies (see Work
Program, Appendix B) includes the identification of problems with
respect to both the total supply and sub-areawide distribution of
housing. If the sum total of all new development provided for in an
acknowledged Comprehensive Plan is not sufficient to provide for the
amount, types or densities of new housing assumed needed in the UGB
Findings, or, although overall averages are appropriate, some
jurisdictions are not supplying an appropriate "fair-share" of
regional development, such problems will be identified when the
allocation is completed. Then appropriate strategies will be
developed to solve them. Strategies would include requiring local
jurisdictions to "re-open" their plans to amend plan map
designations and zoning maps to make more land available for
multi-family housing, for high density single family housing, or to
undertake other necessary plan amendments.
In addition, the Land Market Monitoring Process will monitor the
amount, type and density of development on an ongoing basis. Any
subsequent problems which threaten either the availability of land
within the UGB or achievement of market-level housing targets can be
identified through this process and new strategies developed as
needed.
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^Because the UGB Findings assume that only 84 percent of land in the region--or about 50 percent of all land currently
vacant--will be developed by the year 2000, only 50 percent of each jurisdiction's projected new development (as reported
in the plan) was used. This may be a conservative estimate, however, since, although Multnomah County's projections are
"build-out" projections, they do not include "future urban" land, multi-family development in single family zones permitted
under prescribed conditions, or higher density development permitted conditionally, and Portland's projections already
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1,709

3,031

1,403

1,586

8,435

5,978

4,033

59% 27,081

63%

71%

67%

66%

67%

54%

56%

64%

63%

37%

33%

34%

33%

46%

44%

41%

396

279

231

37%

63%

37%

29%

36%

Multi-Family Units

%

+ 11%

+ 4%

+ 15%

+ 6%

0

+ 31%

-2%

+ 27%

+ 1%

+ 18%

Change From
Existing Percent
of Multi-Family

6.9

6.8

5.7

9.8

9.4

5.98

6.5

8.4

5.4

5.8

7.0

Estmated Gross
Density of New
Developments2

2
Data on net residential acres was not uniformly available. Assuming that 60 percent to 75 percent of each
gross acre is actually developed for housing, the overall net density of 6.24 units per net acre assumed for new
development translates to 3.74 co 4.68 units per gross acre. The data on which calculations of the overall
density of new development are based are available on request at the Metro Office.

^Source for projections are most current drafts of each jurisdiction's plan, although additional calculations
(e.g., assumming existing plus project housing) have been made where needed. Although Johnson City, Oregon City
and Troutdale's plans have'been reviewed by Metro, drafts available did not have housing information in a form in
which it could be used in these calculations. Statistics for Portland's and Multnomah County's plans, which have
also been reviewed, are included in Table 4.

TOTAL

Wood Village

Fairview

Gladstone

Milwaukie

Forest Grove

Cornelius

Beaverton

Durham

Tigard

Tualatin

Jur isdiction-'-

Total Housing Year 2000 Projected

TABLE 6: Year 2000 Housing Projections
In Plans Reviewed by Metro as of 10/79

CHAPTER III
LOTS OF RECORD WITHIN THE UGB SUITABLE FOR
DEVELOPMENT ON SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS
Introduction
The Metro Council approved by resolution on August 23, 1979, a set
of management guidelines titled, "Reply to LCDC Questions Regarding
Implementation of the UGB." This paper responded to five interest
areas of LCDC arising from the July 11, 1979, LCDC meeting in which
LCDC tentatively concluded that the UGB contained "surplus" land and
that growth management policies should be implemented to insure that
the surplus is not prematurely or inefficiently developed.
This study addresses some implications of Metro's response to LCDC
Question #2 -- "Metro policy statement on the control of urban
sprawl. Policy statement to be implemented by adoption of
conversion policies." Metro responded to Question #2 by presenting
Policy Guidelines, the fourth of which states in part that
"Development on septic tanks and cesspools shall be prohibited
within the Urban Growth Boundary except when: 1. Septic tanks or
cesspools are permitted by a local jurisdiction and DEQ for a) three
(3) or more units per net acre, or b) for lots of record legally
recorded prior to the adoption of this policy guideline...."
The central issue, and the focus of this chapter, is the concern
that the lots of record provision of the above policy might allow
significant development on septic tanks or cesspools to the detriment
of regional objectives of increased housing densities and efficient
public sewers.
Excessive septic tank and cesspool development might be detrimental
to water quality in the region (though DEQ and jurisdictional
requirements are based on health and safety considerations).
Further, allowing development on septic tanks for lots of record may
facilitate sprawl development that will hinder the future orderly
and efficient provision of public services and urbanization.
However, limited development on septic tanks or cesspools might have
a minimal impact on water quality and efficient future urbanization,
and limiting that form of development might be inequitable to some
landowners who may have purchased and held their land under the
assumption that development on septic tanks was permitted.
The objective of this study is to estimate how many existing lots of
record might conceivably be developed on a septic tank or cesspool.
The total number and characteristics of vacant lots of record within
the UGB have been inventoried for Washington and Clackamas Counties,
and projected for Multnomah County. DEQ and local jurisdiction
policies on septic tank and cesspool development have been used,
when possible, to "weed out" lots of record that likely cannot
develop under existing policies. These policies are summarized in
the following section. Thus, only the number of lots apparently
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eligible for septic tank or cesspool development was determined.
This number is relatively small (1979) compared to the 162,500
housing units projected to be developed over the next 20 years.
DEQ and Local Jurisdiction Requirements for Development on
Septic Tanks and Cesspools
The local jurisdictions that allow development on subsurface
disposal systems follow the criteria (with some additions) set forth
in the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality Standards for
Subsurface and Alternative Sewage and Nonwater-Carried Waste
Disposal. The generalized DEQ standards applicable for purposes of
this study are summarized below.
1.

No septic tank installations will be approved if a
community or areawide sewer system is located within:
a.

300' for a single dwelling unit;

b.

200' multiplied by the number of dwelling units for
subdivisions of 2 to 5 single family units;

c.

the sum of 1000 1 , and 150" multiplied by the number
of dwelling units exceeding 5 for subdivisions of 6
to 10 single family units;

d.

the sum of 1750', and 100' multiplied by the number
of dwelling units exceeding 10 for subdivisions of 11
to 20 single family units;

e.

the sum of 2750", and 50' multiplied by the number of
dwelling units exceeding 20 for subdivisions of 21 to
50 single family units.

2.

No septic tank installations will be approved for sites
that have 25 percent or greater slope.

3.

No septic tank installations will be approved for sites
where the permanant water table is 61 or less from the
surface. It is interpreted by DEQ that all areas within a
100-year floodplain fail to meet this standard.

The local jurisdiction breakdown is included on the following chart,
listing for each jurisdiction whether septic tanks or cesspools are
allowed and what minimum requirements the jurisdiction applies for
approval. DEQ and local jurisdiction requirements are incorporated
in the procedures employed for this study. Thirteen of the 27 local
governments outrightly prohibit septic tank and cesspool subsurface
disposal systems.
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Local Jurisdiction Subsurface Disposal System Policies
JURISDICTION

ALLOWED
NO
YES

APPROVAL PROVISIONS

Clackamas Co.
Gladstone
Happy Valley
Johnson City
Lake Oswego
Milwaukie
Oregon City
Rivergrove
West Linn

X

X
X

DEQ Regulations (By Clackamas Co.)
DEQ Regulations (By Clackamas Co.)

Multnomah Co.
Fairview
Gresham

X
X
X

DEQ Regulations
DEQ Regulations
20,000 square foot lot minimum, DEQ
Regulations

Maywood Park
Portland
Troutdale

X
X

DEQ Regulations
X
DEQ Regulations (By Clackamas Co.)
DEQ Regulations (By Clackamas Co.)

X
X
X
X
X

X

Wood Village

DEQ Regulations By County
40,000 square foot lot minimum, DEQ
Regulations
X

Washington Co.

X

Beaverton
Cornelius
Durham
Forest Grove
Hillsboro
King City
Sherwood
Tigard
Tualatin
Wilsonville

X

20,000 square foot lot minimum with
public water/
80,000 square foot lot minimum
without public water,
DEQ Regulations
DEQ Regulations (By County)
X
DEQ Regulations

X
X
X
X

DEQ Regulations (By County)

X
X
X

Procedures
Washington and Clackamas Counties
An inventory of vacant parcels zoned for residential use (or
appropriate for residential use) was obtained from Department of
Assessment and Taxation Records. This source has some limitations,
such as listing as undeveloped many lots currently under
construction, but is the best data available for this study. The
best source, a parcel-specific inventory or map, was not available
and accomplishing such an inventory was not possible within the time
constraints of the project.
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Computer listings were obtained for property classes 100, 400 and
503. Vacant parcels zoned for single family dwelling units are coded
land class 100 or 400. Generally, the distinction between the two
classes depends upon parcel size and potential to partition the
parcel given existing zoning. Class 100 parcels apply to a lot
smaller than two acres in Washington County, and less than three
acres in Clackamas County. Parcels larger than these limits are
generally coded 400, except, for example, a four acre parcel zoned
AF5 that cannot be further partitioned under existing zoning. The
distinction between classes 100 and 400 parcels is not consistent,
but in total comprise all vacant and residentially zoned land not in
a tax deferral status. Vacant parcels having a farm tax deferral
status are coded 503. These parcels may be zoned for residential
use and may be located in urban areas.
Vacant multifamily zoned land was not inventoried since relatively
few of these parcels exist and it is doubtful if any would be
allowed to develop on septic tanks or cesspools. Forest tax
deferral land was not inventoried.
The large number of vacant parcels was reduced by evaluating each
parcel against general criteria relating to parcel size, location,
proximity to sewer service, and slope and water table
characteristics. The process is listed below:
1.

All parcels smaller than .5 acres in size were eliminated,
roughly conforming to Washington County's minimum lot size
requirement of 20,000 square feet if public water is
available. Though Clackamas County has no minimum lot
size requirement, discussions with Clackamas County staff
indicated that a .5 acre minimum would be appropriate as a
general rule.

2.

All parcels located outside the UGB were eliminated. This
process probably resulted in including some parcels that
should have been omitted. Parcel legal locations are
frequently specific only to section level and, since the
UGB does not follow section boundaries, a parcel located
in a section partially within the UGB would be counted as
"in" rather than "out." Time constraints prohibited
locating parcels on tax lot maps to precisely identify
location with respect to the UGB.

3.

All parcels were omitted if located in a jurisdiction
prohibiting septic tank usage.

4.

All parcels were omitted if located in a steep slope area
(greater than 25 percent slope) or 100-year floodplain, an
indicator of potential high water table soil
characteristics. Again, some parcels were probably not
omitted that should have been for reasons stated in #2
above.

5.

Parcels located within 300 feet of a sewer were omitted.
If the legal location of a parcel were specified to 1/4 or
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1/16 section and if more than one-half of the area was
within 300 feet of a sewer, the parcel was considered
served by sewers and thus omitted. This generalization
probably resulted in incorrectly "weeding out" some
parcels. However, the sewer coverage map that was used
has only been updated partially since 1978 and, if
current, would probably indicate additional serviced areas
and fewer lots of record served by sewers. On balance, it
is unlikely that a significant number of lots were wrongly
omitted.
Multnomah County
Obtaining a computer run of vacant lots of record in Multnomah
County was considered too expensive and would possibly have required
a long time delay. Consequently, a random sample of unincorporated
East Multnomah County was conducted, supplemented by an inventory of
vacant lots of record in Gresham. An inventory of Gresham was
possible because of Gresham's comprehensive and current land-use
maps, the only current parcel-specific land-use inventory in the
Metro region.
A stratified random sample of vacant land was conducted for East
Multnomah County, using a methodology with limitations but consistent
with the breadth and depth of this study. Seven communities were
aggregated in three groups based on assumptions of land-use
similarities. Sampling procedures identified three quarter-sections
in Columbia, four quarter-sections in CullyParkrose/Hazlewood, and
fifteen quarter-sections in Wilkes/Rockwood/ Powellhurst/Centennial,
the latter community aggregate being sampled the most because it was
considered to have the least homogeneous land-use patterns.
The 22 randomly selected quarter-sections were then inventoried
using Multnomah County's 1977 land-use maps. These maps have been
irregularly updated and probably overstate the number of vacant lots
of record. The resulting count of vacant parcels excluded public
land but was not limited to residentially zoned land as in Washington
and Clackamas Counties. Thus, the number of identified vacant
parcels was further inflated by the probable inclusion of some
multi-family, commercial and industrial parcels.
Identified vacant parcels were then eliminated if they were located
within 300 feet of a sewer, applying the same standards of
generalization used in the other two counties. Some other parcels
were omitted if size or location were obviously in conflict with
1973 Sanitation Department maps of subsurface sewage disposal
suitability, maps based on DEQ standards and historical records of
on-site inspections. The number of parcels was further reduced when
compared to steep slope and 100-year floodplain maps.
The number of vacant lots of record remaining after the "weeding
out" process was aggregated into five categories and projected for
most of the county located east of Portland and within the UGB,
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excluding Gresham. The City of Portland
Multnomah County were assumed to have no
suitable for development on septic tanks
the Multnomah County projections and the
summed.

and the West Hills of
vacant lots of record
or cesspoools. Finally,
Gresham inventory were

Results
Table 5 is a summary of the East Multnomah County sample and the
Gresham inventory.
Part 1 of Table 5 disaggregates vacant lots of record by
neighborhood aggregates and five parcel-size categories. A list of
the sampled quarter-sections is on file at Metro. Note that two
parcel-size categories are for lots less than .5 acre in size. Many
areas in Multnomah County are exceptionally well suited for septic
tanks or cesspools, and are occasionally allowed on lots as small as
7000 square feet. In fact, the ratio of approvals to disapprovals
for septic tank or cesspool development is approximately the same
for parcels less than .5 acres and parcels larger than .5 acres.
Small lots have been divided into the categories of "lot and block"
and "original tax lot." The former category refers to parcels that
are part of a platted subdivision and are generally smaller than
original tax lots that arise through normal partitioning.
Conversations with Sanitation Department personnel suggest that many
potential permit applicants are discouraged before applying, and we
may assume that more frequent discouragement is leveled at owners of
small lots, but it is reasonable to assume that many small lots of
record may be allowed to develop on septic tanks or cesspools. The
number of small vacant lots of record will not be carried forward to
county or regional totals, however, since suitability for septic
tank or cesspool development is so site-specific that few reasonable
generalizations may be applied in the "weeding out" process.
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TABLE 7
Summary of Projections and Inventories for east Multnomah County.
Lot and
Original
Block
Tax Lot
1.01-2.0 >2.0
.5-1.0
*.5
1. Vacant lots of record by
community and parcel size (acres)
o
0
2
16
a. Columbia
0
b. Cully-Parkrose/
5
1
8
8
Hazelwood
8
c. Wilkes/Rockwood/
14
29
30
5
Powellhurst/Centennial
99
38
15
30
35
d. TOTAL
10 7
2.

Total sampled
area, 22 quarter-sections^

3.

Total

4.

Multiplier (3/2)

3252 acres
33,746.7 acres
10.38

5.

Projected total parcels by
parcel size (l.d.x 4.)
a. Lot and block, <.5 acre
b. Orignial tax lot,<.5 acre
c. .5 - 1.0 acre
d. 1.01 - 2.0 acres
e. >2.0 acres

1110 parcels
311
363
156
394

6.

Number of vacant parcels in
Gresham by parcel size-^
a. .5 - 1.0 acre
b. 1.01 - 2.0 acres
c. >2.0 acres

10 parcels
11
7.1

7.

Summary of vacant parcels
that could be developed on
on septic tanks or cesspools
(5.c.,d.,e. + 6.a,b.,c.)
a. .5 - 1.0 acre
b. 1.01 - 2.0 acres
c. >2.0 acres
TOTAL

373 parcels
167
465
1005

-'-Parts of some sampled quarter-sections were located in a different
jurisdiction.
^Includes two census tracts that have some land outside the UGB.
3

Lots smaller than 20,000 square feet are not permitted development on
cesspools.
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Section 5 of Table 5 lists the projections for East Multnomah County
(a list of census tracts included in the projection are available at
Metro). Section 6 of Table 5 lists the results of the Gresham
inventory. The projections and inventory are combined in Section 7
and indicate that in Multnomah County 1,005 vacant parcels larger
than .5 acres may be suitable for development on septic tanks or
cesspools.
The Multnomah County projections and inventory may be compared in
Table 6 with the inventory results for Washington and Clackamas
Counties. Table 6 indicates tha Clackamas County has the fewest
lots of record larger than .5 acres that are suitable for septic
tank or cesspool development, 766 total lots. Multnomah County has
the fewest vacant lots larger than 2 acres in size, generally the
lots most likely to meet DEQ and local jurisidiction requirements,
but the assumption that larger lot sizes improve septic tank
suitability may not be valid for the well-drained soils of Multnomah
County.
TABLE 8

Summary of Vacant Lots of Record that Could be Developed on Septic
Tanks or Cesspools, by County and Parcel Size.

County

.5

Number of Parcels,
by^ size (acres)
- 1.0
1.01 - 2.0
2.01 and lgr.

TOTAL

Multnomah^

373

167

465

1005

Washington

124

142

616

882

Clackamas

94

102

570

766

591

411

1651

2653

TOTAL

This study has made various assumptions in reducing the large number
of vacant lots of record to a number that might reasonably reflect
the true potential for septic tank or cesspool development. These
generalizations have, on balance, probably resulted in an inflated
number of lots for reasons discussed in Section III. Septic tank
suitability may not be determined reliably from analyzing soil maps
or parcel dimensions but requires on-site inspections. We assume
that records of on-site inspections for septic tank suitability are
a further indicator of the number of parcels that may be developed
on septic tanks or cesspools. The approval rates for each county

^Projections based on a sample of 22 quarter-sections in
unincorporated East Multnomah County and an inventory of the city of
Gresham. See Table 7 for a summary of projections.
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TABLE 9

Adjusted Summary of Vacant Lots of Record Larger than One-half Acre
that Could be Developed on Septic Tanks or Cesspools, by County.

County

Number of
Parcels
(From Table 1.)

Multnomah

Approval Rate
for Septic Tanks
or Cesspools (percent) 1

Adjusted
Number of
Parcels

1005

73

734

Washington

882

83

732

Clackamas

766

67

513

ADJUSTED TOTAL

1979

^Multnomah County figure is based on 1978 information, Washington
County is January - August, 1979, and Clackamas County is estimated
for 1978.
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It is interesting to note that if every vacant lot identified as
suitable for subsurface sewage disposal were to be developed, which
is unlikely, this activity would amount to 30 percent of the total
1976 single family unit construction, and less than 3 percent of the
total new single family residential construction predicted within
the UGB between 1977 and 2000.
Summary
The objectives of this study were to determine the number of vacant
lots of record located within the UGB that may be developed on
septic tanks or cesspools.
A total of 1,979 lots may be suitable for subsurface sewage disposal
systems, 734 in Multnomah County, 732 in Washington County and 513
in Clackamas County. These totals were arrived at after "weeding
out" many other parcels that were too small, located in a
jurisdiction not permitting septic tanks, located in a steep slope
or 100-year floodplain area, or proximate to sewer service. The
total does not include Multnomah County lots smaller than .5 acres,
many of which may be developed on subsurface disposal systems
because of well-suited soils in that area. However, many of the
1,979 will not be developed on subsurface disposal systems in favor
of more dense development on sewers at a later date.
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APPENDIX A

SPECIALLY PROTECTED URBAN AREAS
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Agricultural Soft Areas (ASA) were first identified in Metro's UGB
Findings dated November, 1978. The purpose of the analysis was to
identify the most productive agricultural lands between the IGA and
UGB, and to remove them from the proposed boundary if they were not
needed for urban use. The criteria used to identify the lands were:
a)

the area was two square miles in size;

b)

contained at least 20 percent Class I and/or Class II Prime soils;

c)

was contiguous to similar land-quality areas outside of
the proposed UGB;

d)

was at least 50 percent in agricultural production.

After identifying nine areas, seven of which were in Washington
County, they were analyzed for agricultural and urban commitments.
Map 11 shows the areas.
As a result of actions by the CRAG Board, all or parts of three
ASA's were removed from the UGB — Forest Grove (area 3 on Map 1 1 ) ,
Tualatin Valley Highway (4), and Farmington Road (5). Since Metro
assumed responsibility for the UGB in January, 1979, LCDC ruled that
ASA (8) around Canby was no longer in Metro's jurisdiction as part
of the regional UGB. The remaining ASA's, West Union (1),
Springville (2), North Hillsboro (1), Tualatin (6), Sherwood (7) and
Johnson City (9) were left in the UGB and justified on the basis of
need.
However, LCDC Order No. 78-039 (September, 1979) required Metro to
reconsider the remaining areas and demonstrate that each was needed
for locational reasons. In response, Metro developed the following
procedures and criteria to re-evaluate the remaining ASAs.
Criteria and Procedures
Metro and DLCD staff prepared composite aerial photographs, tax lot
maps (1" = 4 0 0 ' ) , public facility maps and soils maps to identify
agricultural uses, urban uses and public facilities in the remaining
ASAs. Those areas that were generally committed to urban use or
precluded from productive agriculture were excluded from the
original ASAs. Those areas excluded are:
Springville Road — the east portion of ASA 2 which contains
the Dogwood Park and Wildwood Subdivisions;
West Union — the Riviera Motor Company plant and commercial
establishments along Cornell Pass Road;
North Hillsboro —

the Ronler Acres Subdivision;
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URBAN GROWTH
BOUNDARY

AGRICULTURAL
SOFT AREAS

MAP 11

-

71

-

Tualatin — the entice ASA 6 was excluded because of poor
agricultural soils and industrial developments. The only areas
with prime soils are located in the southern portion and these
were not contiguous with similar quality soils outside of the
UGB. The land was parcelled into several small ownerships and
adjoined by existing industrial uses.
Sherwood -- the northeast and southeast areas were excluded
based on existing development and the Sherwood Comprehensive
Plan that identified the northeast area as the City's future
commercial district.
Johnson City — this area was excluded because of its small
size and because Clackamas County has the smallest portion of
urban vacant land of the three counties.
The resulting areas are shown on Map 12.
After DLCD and Metro staff agreed upon specific areas of productive
agriculture, planning staff from Tualatin, Sherwood, Hillsboro and
Washington County were asked to review the areas and to supply any
additional information that we may have missed in our analysis.
Management Policies for the Remaining ASAs
In response to LCDC's request that Metro develop special growth
management policies to control urban sprawl inside of the UGB, Metro
developed five Policy Guidelines, one of which prevents the
premature conversion of these areas to urban use.
The Metro Council voted on August 23, 1979, and November 8, 1979, to
adopt the following Policy Guidelines for the remaining Agricultural
Soft Areas (ASA):
1.

Leave the ASA's in the Boundary, but apply special
protective regulations to areas identified as productive,
prime agricultural land.

2.

Approve as Policy Guidelines:
a.

Prohibition of residential development for 10 years
except for lots of record existing as of the date of
acknowledgment of the UGB by LCDC. Exceptions to
this policy may be included in local jurisdiction
comprehensive plans and policies as follows:
(1)

these specially protected areas may be
re-evaluated every two years in accordance with
clear and concise conversion criteria;

(2)

evaluate each parcel on a case-by-case basis as
part of an annual review process in accordance
with clear and concise conversion criteria.

(3)

allow development only after annexation;
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MAP 12

SPECIALLY
PROTECTED
AREAS
SPECIALLY PROTECTED AREAS
UGB

One or a combination of these exceptions may be used,
but the criteria must be identified in a local
jurisdiction's comprehensive plan and must address
why these lands are needed prior to the conversion of
other vacant urban land in the jurisdiction's urban
planning area.
b.

Permission of industrial, commercial, and public uses
(especially those requiring large parcels) upon
establishing substantial findings that no alternative
lands exist within the Boundary for the proposed
industrial, commercial, or public use." (Metro
Resolution No. 79-83).

This 10-year (1977-1987) policy will delay development of these
lands until those near the existing urban areas develop.
Following are detailed findings for each specially protected area
and a description of the boundaries for each of the areas identified
on Map 12.
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Findings For Specially Protected Areas
The West Union Area
This area comprises 519.5 acres of which about 50 percent (239
acres) is Class I or II — Prime Agricultural Soils, and it is
contiguous to similar quality soils that extend northwest from West
Union. There are no steep slopes, floodplains or geologic hazards
in the area.
Less than 9 percent of the land area (45.45 acres) is presently in
urban use. These uses include seven single family residences, the
Riviera Motor Company, a store and an electric utility sub-station.
Present zoning and parcel size of the vacant land follows:
Tax Lots by Size and Zoning
Parcel size
in acres
0-5
Number of
parcels by
size and
zone

6-10

11-20

3.87
AF-5

9.72
AF-5

15.71
AF-5

4.8
MAE

5.16
MAE

14.83
MAE

2.79
MAE
Total Acres 11.46

30.54

14.88

41-60

61-100

100-200

28.19
MAE

41.83
MAE

93.7
MAE

109.76
MAE

28.19

53.46
MAE
95,29

90.06
MAE
183.76

109.96

Mean Parcel Size by Zone

Total Acres by Zone
Zone

21-40

Acreage Total

Zone

Mean Parcel Size

AF-5*
MAE**

29.3
444.78

AF-5
MAE

8.67
47.15

Total

474.08

Combined

38.35

* "AF-5 Zone" - Agricultural and Forestry District.
This District is intended to direct a rural residential pattern
to those areas within the broader conservation zones of the
County which are able to support limited development in
accordance with.natural resource base limitations.
** "MAE Zone" - Exclusive Industrial Districts.
These Districts are intended for those classes of industrial
use characterized as using large areas of land with minimum
capital equipment outlay, and not labor intensive.
The area is bordered by and has access to Sunset Highway, a
four-lane limited access arterial that is the major route to
Portland. Three other arterials border or pass through the area:
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Cornelius Pass, N.W. West Union, and Evergreen Roads.
Domestic water service has been extended to the Riviera Motor plant
and additional connections are possible. A 20-inch water line
passes along the southeast border of the area. Sewers are not yet
present, but the area is in the Unified Sewerage Agency District
(USA).
In summary, this area is charactirized by large industrially zoned
parcels of vacant land. Public facilities are not fully installed,
although commitments to water and sewer service are evidenced by the
investment in a 20-inch water main and location inside of the USA.
Highway access is excellent and collector streets will have to be
built as the area develops. The land is zoned for industrial use
and is in large parcels.
The Springville Road Area
The Springville Road area comprises approximately 1,914 acres of
which 1,600 are vacant.
Soil quality is at best Class II - Prime (about 39 percent of the
area), and 239 acres (12 percent) are steep slopes (25 percent slope
or greater). Twelve percent of the land area (232 acres) is in
urban use.
Vacant Lands
Planned or Zoned

Actual Use
Category

Category

Acreage
58 .4
93 .9
91 .8

Agricultural intensive
Single-family
Semi-Public
Transportation
Vacant Land
TOTAL

Acreage

Steep Solpes
Single-family
Other
TOTAL VACANT

62 .0
1,608 .1
1,914 .2

12..5
761..8
833..8
1,624..8

Number of Parcels by Tax Lot Size
Parcel size
in acres
0-5
Number of
parcels by
size

163

6-10

29

11 -20

12

21-40

13

41-60

9

61-100

3

The mean parcel size is 9.3 acres with 71 percent less than five
acres in size. Two subdivisions, Dogwood Park and Wildwood, are
located in the far east portions of the area and contain 57 tax
lots, each under five acres in size.
Major transportation routes are Springville Road, 185th, West Union
Road, Thompson Road, Saltzman and Kaiser Road. Other minor
collectors serve the interior of the area. No direct freeway access
is available.
- 75 -

100-200

2

Other commitments to urbanization include the Rock Creek Campus of
Portland Community College located just outside of the UGB and north
of Springville Road. A sewer line crosses the western end of the
Springville area to service the college.
In summary, this area is partially committed to urbanization,
particularly to the east. Parcelization of the land has advanced to
the point that few large tracts of land can be linked to form a
viable contiguous agricultural area.
North Hillsboro Area
This area is located to the south of Evergreen Road, north of
Cornelius Pass Road, east of the Hillsboro airport and west of
Cornelius Pass Road.
Similar to West Union to the north, it is comprised of prime soil
classes and is partially in agricultural production. However, urban
pressures are evident on nearly every side.
Key to any decision in this area is the Ronler Acres Subdivision
located in the middle of the area. It includes 830 - 15,000 square
foot lots that stretch from Cornell Road to Evergreen Road. Streets
are developed, in the subdivision, but development cannot occur until
sewer services are extended to the area.
The city of Hillsboro includes the area in their Comprehensive Plan
as future urban. The Dawson Creek sewer interceptor must be
extended to Ronler Acres through the western portion of the ASA to
provide service. Other commitments include an electric utility
substation and portions of the Hillsboro airport. Just outside of
the ASA to the south is the Hawthorne Farms subdivision and Intel,
Inc., an electronics component manufacturer.
In summary, the area is planned and partially committed to urban
development. It can be economically served via the Dawson Creek
drainage and it is substantially parcellized by Ronler Acres.
Sherwood
This area is located between the present city of Sherwood and the
UGB.
Soil quality is 20 percent Class I and 58 percent Class II - Prime.
However, it is residentially zoned and over 20 percent of the lots
are less than 10 acres in size. Land outside of the area diminishes
to poorer class soils (III and IV).
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Vacant Land's
Actual Use

Planned or Zoned

Category

Acreage

Agricultural Intensive
Single family
Multi-family
Commercial other
Industr ial
Semi-Public
Parks and Open Space
Transportation streets
Railroads
Vacant land
Freeway Right-of-Way
TOTAL

8.4
58.1
2.3
.9
12.9
39.8
15.3
25.6
2.8
916.3
5.5
1,087.9

Category

Acreage

Steep slopes
Floodplain
Single family
Commercial
Industrial
Other
TOTAL VACANT

12.7
33.4
643.9
5.1
37.3
183.9
916.3

Number of Parcels by Tax Lot Size
Parcel size
in acres
0-5
Number of
parcels by
size

6-10

47

11-20

24

14

21-40

41-60

8

3

61-100

1

The area northeast of Sherwood in the original ASA that is traversed
by Highway 99 is planned for immediate development by Sherwood.
Sherwood hopes to locate a future business district in this area.
Their present business district is small, historic and not easily
expanded.
Tualatin
The Tualatin ASA is comprised of very good and very poor
agricultural soils. Over 22 percent of the land area is in Class I
and II - Prime soils; however, these soils are mixed with very poor
agricultural soils as evidenced by commercial gravel operations in
the area.
Land use and vacant land zoning use is shown below:
Vacant Lands
Planned or Zoned

Actual Use
Category
Agricultural intensive
Single family
Mobile home
Milti-family
Commercial retail
Commercial other

Category

Acreage
27.6
130.4
19.7
6.5
1.3
4.9

Steep slopes
Floodplain
Single family
Multi-family
Commercial
Industrial
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Acreage
15.7
144.6
534.3
69.9
2.7
816.9

Industrial
Semi-Public
Transportation streets
Railroads
Water
Vacant Land
Freeway Right-of-Way
TOTAL

Other
TOTAL VACANT

231.0
1.0
92.7
9.2
4.5
1,624.8
10.4
2.164.0

40.7
1.624.8

Number of Parcels by Tax Lot Size
Parcel size
in acres
0-5
Number of
parcels by
size

136

6-10

11-20

21-40

41-60

49

15

12

1

61-100

The average parcel size is 7.2 acres and most of the large parcels
are not contiguous to form a viable area for agriculture.
Property Line Description of the Specially Protected Areas
(Correspond to Map 12)
Following is a description of the boundaries for each of the areas
identified on Map.
West Union - A
(N)- West Union Road
- Cornelius Pass Road
- South side of lot 100 (IN 2W Sec 23), Southwestern corner of
lot 100 (IN 2W Sec 23), Southeastern corner of lot 104 (IN 2W
Sec 22)
- East and North sides of lot 102 (IN 2W Sec 22), East side of
the Bonneville Power Administration powerline right-of-way.
West Union - B
(N)- Evergreen Road
- East and South sides of lot 100 (IN 2W Sec. 27)
- Airport Road, South and West side of lot 1600 (IN 2W Sec. 28)
South (western 1350 feet) side of lot 1601 (IN 2W Sec. 28),
Airport Road
- 268th Avenue
West Union - C
(N)- Evergreen Road
- Cornelius Pass Road
- South and Western Corners of Lot 2600 (IN 2W Sec. 26)
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1

1

Springville Road - D
(N)- Springville Road
- Southwestern corner of Sec 16 (IN 1W) Multnomah/Washington
County line, North, East and Southeastern sides of lot 1100 (IN
1W Sec. 21), East side of lot 1300 (IN 1W Sec. 21), East side
of lot 1400 (IN 1W Sec. 21), across Laidlaw Road, East and
South sides of lot 1300 (IN 1W Sec. 21), South side of lot 1206
(IN 1W Sec. 20), across Bonneville Power Administration
powerline right-of-way, East, North, and West sides of lot
1201, (IN 1W Sec. 20), Kaiser Road, South side of lot 205 (IN
1W Sec. 29), Southwestern corners of lot 300 (IN 1W Sec. 29)
- West Union Road
- 185th Avenue
Sherwood - E
(N)- South and East sides of lot 701 (2S 1W Sec. 30C), North
(Western half) side of lot 300 (2S 1W Sec. 30C), East & North
sides of lot 200 (2S 1W Sec. 30C), Across Edy Road, North
(Eastern portion) side of lot 400 (2S 1W Sec. 30C), West and
North sides of lot 500 (2S 1W Sec. 30B), Northwestern corner
and North side of lot 400 (2S 1W Sec. 30B), South side of lot
300 (2S 1W Sec. 30B), along and across Scholls Sherwood Road.
- West, North and east sides of lot 100 (2S 1W Sec. 30A)
- West side of lot 600 (2S 1W Sec. 30A), along and across Scholls
Sherwood Road, East and South sides of lot 1400 (2S 1W Sec.
30A), south (eastern portion) side of lot 1500, (2S 1W Sec.
30A) East and South sides of lot 1601 (2S 1W Sec. 30A), across
Edy Road, East side of lot 100 (2S 1W Sec. 30C), East side of
lot 300 (2S 1W Sec. 30C), across and along south side of
Pacific Hwy 99W, North side of lot 500, (2S 1W Sec. 31B), a
city limit line 200 feet West of the East side of lot 500 (2S
1W Sec. 31B), the 200 feet (Eastern portion ) of the South side
of lot 500 (2S 1W Sec. 31B), South side of lot 2000 (2S 1W
31A), South side of lot 2090 (2S 1W 31A), West and North sides
of lot 2200 (2S 1W Sec. 31A), West and South and East sides of
lot 2201 (2S in Sec. 31A), West Villa Road, East & South sides
of Section 31 (2S 1W )
- West side of Sec. 31 (2S 1W), along Elwert Road.
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APPENDIX B

DRAFT
FISCAL YEAR 1980
HOUSING WORK PROGRAM
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INTRODUCTION
This document outlines in detail a housing work program (purposes,
processes, products, schedules, and data needs) for FY 1980. This
work will carry to completion most of the planning work originally
begun in FY 1978 to attain three basic aims:
1.

Complete a housing plan element as part of a regional plan
(originally under the auspices of CRAG).

2.

Meet Metro's (formerly CRAG's) responsibilities to address
LCDC Goal #10 (Housing).

3.

Expand the eligibility of all jurisdictions in the
Portland/Vancouver region for federal housing assistance
funds and community block grant bonuses.

As originally conceived, these aims were to be met by completing
three major planning projects:
1.

Prepare and Adopt Interim Policies as a basis for areawide
housing planning. The adoption of Initial Housing
Policies in March, 1978 completed this first phase.

2.

Prepare and Adopt an Areawide Housing Opportunity Plan
(AHOP) to implement housing policies concerning publicly
assisted housing. Adoption of the Metro AHOP in March,
1979 completed this second phase, exclusive of ongoing
maintenance.

3.

Prepare and Adopt an Areawide Market-Level Housing Plan to
implement policies concerning unassisted housing. This
work has not been completed and constitutes the bulk of
the third phase effort described in this work programIn undertaking the third phase of the work originally envisioned two
years ago, some effort will be necessary to reconsider the policies
adopted in 1978, and substantial follow-up work on the AHOP
(securing acceptance by HUD and administration of the Plan) will be
necessary. Moreover, the Metro Council has determined that the
issues of market level housing should be addressed by means of
adopting Goals and Objectives rather than by a "functional plan."
While the work may consequently have a somewhat different emphasis
than originally anticipated, this approach should not affect the
work activities significantly.
The general framework for scheduling these activities is depicted in
Figure 1. As used in this Work Program, certain terms are used as
defined in the Metro Policy Catalogue as follows:
POLICY

A definite direction, selected from among
alternatives, to guide and determine future
decisions. Policies can be distinguished as those
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which set up aims or desired ends such as goals,
objectives and targets, and those which describe how
these will be accomplished, e.g., strategies,
tactics, standards and actions.
ASSUMPTION

A statement, situation, prediction or estimate
accepted as true, which is taken for granted and
incorporated into a policy or planning consideration.

GOALS

A desired regional end or condition toward which a
long-term effort is directed, which cannot be
expressed in measurable terms.

OBJECTIVE

A specific aim or end toward which an effort is
directed in reaching a goal, which can be expressed
in measurable terms.

TARGET

A specific statement of something to be done to
accomplish a goal or objective, described in
quantified terms within a fixed time period.

STRATEGY

A scheme or overall plan for achieving a goal or
objective for integrating policies.

TACTICS

A component of a strategy comprising the specific
manner, technique, or method by which a strategy will
be implemented.

STANDARD

A formal rule serving as a guide in setting targets
and measuring the status of a situation or progress
toward a goal, objective or target, usually stated as
a minimum acceptable level of performance, capability
or condition.
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HOUSING WORK PROGRAM
1976-1980 ACTIVITY SCHEDULE

Figure 1
FY = FISCAL YEAR
CY = CALENDAR YEAR.

BUDGET PROGRAM 54-E
I.

HOUSING OPPORTUNITY PLAN ADMINISTRATION
A.

Secure HUD Approval of AHOP and Apply for Bonus Funds
Purpose; Establish Metro's adopted AHOP as the
HUD-approved strategy for implementing assisted housing
goals, objective and targets.
Process;
1.

Prepare revisions in the Subpart E Application for
HUD approval of the AHOP responsive to concerns
raised by HUD.

2.

Make final revisions in Subpart F Application for
Bonus Funds responsive to A-95 Review Comments.

3.

Review final drafts of Subparts E and F with HPAC and
submit applications to HUD.

4.

If Bonus Section 8 funds are awarded the Metro area,
applications for CD Block Grants and "701" Planning
funds will be completed and submitted to HUD.

Major Products;
1.

Revised Subpart E Application for HUD Approval of
Metro's adopted AHOP.

2.

Subpart F Application for Special Allocation (Bonus)
Section 8 Contract Authority.

3.

CD Block Grant and "701" Planning bonus applications,
if appropriate.

Key Data Needs;

None

Schedule;
September 4, 1979

Complete Subpart E and F final
drafts.

September 10, 1979

Distribute final draft of
applications to HPAC and local
jurisdictions.

September 18, 1979

Final HPAC review of final draft
Subpart E and F applications.

September 24, 1979

Submit application to HUD.
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Date to be Determined
pending approval or
disapproval of Subpart
F Application
B.

Prepare and submit CD Block Grant
and "701" Planning funds application.

Administer Areawide Housing Opportunity Plan
Purpose: Maintain the AHOP up-to-date and perform
monitoring, administrative and other tasks necessary to
its implementation.
Process:
1.

Review recent housing survey data for improvements in
the AHOP needs assessment and incorporate revisions
as necessary.

2.

Review the AHOP goals in relation to trends in
assisted housing resources actually becoming
available and prepare appropriate proposals to revise
the goals as necessary.

3.

Prepare AHOP amendments for presentation to the
Planning and Development Council Committee for their
acceptance and for approval by the Metro Council.

4.

Monitor all housing projects or proposals being
funded in the Metro area with Section 8 or other low
rent public housing assistance. Maintain current
records as to the performance of the allocation areas
included in the AHOP.

5.

Undertake the Outreach Activities specified in
Subpart F Application, including preparation of
informational brochures and workshops, and continue
to pursue the coordination of areawide referral
services.

6.

Provide assistance in the Comprehensive Plan review
process, particularly as related to barriers to low
income housing in local plans and implementing
ordinances.

7.

Assist in the A-95 Review of housing or CD Block
Grant proposals, by providing technical assistance in
evaluating projects for consistency with the AHOP.

8.

Assist local jurisdictions in the update of their
Housing Assistance Plans to insure consistency with
the AHOP.

9.

If CD Block Grant bonus funds are awarded the Metro
area, provide administrative and technical assistance
in the preparation and review of project proposals.
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10.

If "701" Planning bonus funds are awarded the Metro
area, carry out the work program to be funded by them.

Major Products:
1.
2.

An up-to-date AHOP amended as necessary.
Records of local jurisdiction performance in relation
to AHOP goals.

3.

Informational brochures and workshops concerning the
Section 8 assistance program.

4.

Plan review comments identifying legal or
administrative barriers to low income housing in
local plans and ordinances.

5.

A-95 review comments concerning the consistency of
project proposals with the AHOP.

6.

If CD Block Grant bonus funds are awarded, review
comments and recommendations concerning project
proposals.

7.

If "701" Planning bonus funds are awarded, major
products will be as provided in the work program
submitted to HUD.

Dey Data Needs;
1.

Current and reliable housing surveys completed since
the AHOP's adoption primarily by local jurisdictons,
will be relied upon for revisions in the AHOP needs
assessment.

2.

The State Housing Division building activity data and
the HUD Portland Area Office will be relied upon for
data concerning the delivery of housing assistance in
the Metro area.

Schedule:
December, 1979

Complete draft AHOP amendments
and secure HPAC approval.

February, 1980

Complete Planning and Development
Council Committee review and
approval of AHOP amendments.

March, 1980

Complete Metro Council adoption
of AHOP amendments.

Ongoing

Plan review, and A-95 review,
outreach, and monitoring
activities are ongoing.
- 86 -

Dates-to-be Determined
pending approval or
disapproval of Subpart
F Application

Remaining activities have not been
scheduled due to the uncertainty
of the AHOP approval (supports)
and the award and timing of bonus
funds (Subpart F ) .
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BUDGET PROGRAM 54-F
II.

MARKET LEVEL HOUSING
A.

Review and Revise Initial Housing Policies Assumptions;
Draft and Adopt Housing Goals and Objectives
Purpose: Develop a new concensus as to acceptable
planning assumptions underlying areawide housing
planning. Draft Housing Goals and Objectives to be
adopted by the Metro Council pursuant to ORS 268.
Process:
1.

Review the assumptions and facts underlying the
Initial Housing Policies adopted by the CRAG Board in
March, 1978.

2.

Review housing assumptions utilized in the Second
Round Growth Allocation transportation model.

3.

Review Goals and Objectives Considerations resulting
from the Planning and Development Council Committee
Workshops.

4.

Based on the above reviews, and with HPAC input,
prepare a memorandum setting forth major
recommendations as to what housing assumptions and
policy considerations should be employed in setting
Areawide Housing Goals and Objectives.

5.

The results of the above policy and assumption
reviews will be used to revise and expand accordingly
the Prospectus for Formulating a Market-Level,
Fair-Share Housing Allocation Plan, drafted and
issued July 25, 1979.

6.

Develop Draft Areawide Housing Goals and Objectives
(alternatives where appropriate) consistent with the
Revised Prospectus and submit both to the Planning
and Development Council Committee for formal
acceptance or modification.

7.

Work with the Planning and Development Council
Committee and the HPAC to reconcile Draft Housing
Goals and Objectives (including their underlying
assumptions) with other Goals and Objectives and
functional plans currently in preparation or
previously adopted by Metro (including findings
supporting the Urban Growth Boundary).

8.

Work with the Metro Council to secure adoption of
Housing Goals and Objectives pursuant to ORS 268.
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Major Products;
1.

Revised housing assumptions for areawide planning.

2.

Definition of housing issues and problems requiring
Metro involvement.

3.

Draft Housing Goals and Objectives submitted to the
Planning and Development Council Committee.

4.

Housing Goals and Objectives adopted by the Metro
Council pursuant to ORS.

Key Data Needs:
1.

Existing data sources employed to develop findings
for the Initial Housing Policies, the Urban Growth
Boundary and the Second Round Growth Allocation will
be used to update housing factual base.

Schedule;

B.

October 15, 1979

Complete HPAC review and revision of
Initial Housing Policies.

November 19, 1979

Complete preliminary draft of
HPAC-Recommended Housing Goals and
Objectives.

February, 1980

Complete Council Committee-Recommended
Housing Goals and Objectives.

April, 1980

Complete Full Council Adoption of
Housing Goals and Objectives.

Prepare and Adopt Market-Level Targets and Strategies
Purpose; Develop short-range and long range estimates of
housing requirements, and an analysis of obstacles to
meeting those requirements in the market. Draft Housing
Targets and Strategies to be adopted by the Metro Council
pursuant to ORS 268.
Process;
1.

Review previous efforts to forecast areawide housing
requirements.

2.

Based on currently accepted housing planning
assumptions, revise forecasted short-range (5 year)
and long-range (20 year) areawide housing
requirements.
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3.

Analyze short-range and long-range issues and
problems that pose obstacles to meeting housing
requirements in the market, especially with reference
to the lands within the Urban Growth Boundary.
Distinguish between those issues and problems that
are areawide or externally-caused and those resulting
from sub-area or reasons internal to the UGB.

4.

Insofar as housing requirements are obstructed by
areawide or external causes (e.g., availability of
mortgage money) develop a method to establish
appropriate short range and long-range targets to
remedy identified deficiencies in the total supply of
housing.

5.

Establish targets and appropriate strategies for
Metro to pursue in coordination with state or federal
government in order to attain the targets set. Such
strategies would include specific means (tactics and
standards) by which the strategies would be carried
out.

6.

Insofar as housing requirements are obstructed as a
result of sub-areawide or internal reasons (e.g.,
availability of sewer service) develop a method to
set short-range and long-range target to remedy
identified deficiencies in the sub-areawide
distribution of market-level housing.

7.

Establish targets and appropriate strategies for
Metro to pursue in coordination with individual local
jurisdictions to attain the targets set. This would
also include specific means by which the strategies
would be carried out.

8.

Work with HPAC to draft a proposed Market-Level
Housing Targets and Strategies suitable for
submission to the Planning and Development Council
Committee. Completion by the Metro Council is
anticipated in FY 1981 (December, 1980).

Major Products;
1.

Revised forecasts of areawide housing requirements,
based on currently accepted assumptions.

2.

Analysis of housing issues and problems,
distinquishing between those areawide or
externally-caused and sub-area or internally-caused.

3.

A method of setting housing targets to remedy
indentified problems.
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4.

Draft Housing Targets and Strategies submitted to the
Planning and Development Council Committee.

Key Data Needs:
1.

The data inputs used in the Second Round Growth
Allocation will be relied on for estimating long-run
growth potentials affecting housing market demand,
except where improvements in the data warrant
otherwise.

2.

The Housing
auspices in
term market
in the data

3.

The AHOP housing needs assessment (specifically the
anticipated 3 year need not expected to be met by
public housing assistance) will serve as the basis
for esimating "least cost" housing requirements,
except where improvements in the data warrant
otherwise.

Market Analysis prepared under CRAG/Metro
1978 will be used for estimating shortdemand trends, except where improvements
warrant otherwise.

Schedule:
January 31, 1980

Complete revised housing requirement
forecasts.

March 31, 1980

Complete analysis of housing issues
and problems.

June 30, 1980

Complete Draft Housing Targets and
Strategies.
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APPENDIX C

LCDC GOAL #1
CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT

_ 92 —

LCDC Goal #1 requires that "...regional agencies and special service
districts shall coordinate their planning efforts with the affected
governing bodies and make use of existing local citizen involvement
program(s) established by counties and cities."
Metro, in keeping with this policy, held four public hearings on the
new Findings (Parts II and III) , one in each county and one at the
October 25, 1979, Metro Council meeting. These were scheduled as
follows:
October 22

Washington County
Hillsboro

October 25

Metro Council Meeting
Portland

October 29

Clackamas County
Oregon City

October 30

Multnomah County
Portland

Notification was sent to designated city and county citizen groups
and local governments. In Clackamas County copies of the Findings
(Parts II and III) were sent to locally elected government officials
and planning staffs; all 30 neighborhood groups received executive
summaries of the Findings, notices of public hearings and
instructions on where to obtain the Findings. The three
neighborhood groups most affected were mailed copies of the Findings
(Rock Creek, Holcomb/Park Place and Tualatin Valley).
Multnomah County Commissioners, City Managers and Planning Staff
were given copies of the Findings and notices of hearings. Public
hearing notices were mailed to all 85 Citizen Committees for
Involvement.
Washington County Commissioners, City Managers and Planning Staff
were given copies of the Findings and notices of public hearings.
Notices were sent to all 50 Citizen Planning Organizations (CPO) and
Citizen Committees for Involvement. Additionally, 15 copies of the
Findings were distributed to CPO leaders at the October 18, 1979,
CPO Leader Luncheon.
Individuals and organizations that previously expressed interest in
the UGB were delivered or mailed copies. A partial list includes:
1000 Friends of Oregon
The Home Builders of Metropolitan Portland
Terry Morgan, Attorney
Dick Smelser
Clackamas County Board of Realtors
North Clackamas County Board of Realtors
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Members of the Local Officials Advisory Committee also received
copies of the Findings (Parts II and III) and public hearing
notices.
In all, over 400 copies were distributed and over 55 people attended
the public hearings.
RB/gl
5750A
0083A
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APPENDIX D
Comments on the Market Factor

OREGON PIONEER SAVINGS
October 31, 1979

Mr. Jim Sitzman
Director of Metropolitan Development
Metropolitan Service District
527 SW Hall
Portland, Oregon 97201
RE:_ Testimony, Oregon Savings and Loan League, Urban Growth Boundary
Dear Mr. Sitzman:
1 have been appointed by the representatives of the Oregon savings and
loan industry to testify on their behalf regarding the urban growth
boundary as proposed by the Metropolitan Service District.
We are in support of the boundary as defined by the Metropolitan Service
District and the local governments involved. Our main concern is the
effect of the growth boundary upon the market price of land contained
therein. We wish to make the following points regarding the importance
of the market factor:
1. The MSD has been criticized for including too much land within the
boundary. We disagree and feel that the market factor contained within
the boundary is much less than that which would be desirable. The
criteria used by MSD to estimate the acreage needed for future development
was most conservative. Our area, of late, has been growing at a more
rapid rate than that used in their projection and the mix of housing
types lias not yet reached that as projected by MSD as to the percent of
multifamily and condominiums. While we feel that the future will require
that more multifamily projects, including condominiums, will be built,
local governments have not yet allowed the higher densities as contemplated
in the plan. Local citizens continue to resist multifamily zoning in
their areas.
2. Another reality which must be taken into consideration is that all
land will not, or cannot, be developed. Some of the reasons include
topography which does not allow for economic development, the ownership
of various parcels, and the conflicting desires and needs of individual
land owners. Many owners just do not choose to sell their property.
They may be holding it for long term future expansion of their business or
to continue their personal use of the property. When prices are rapidly
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Mr. Jim Sitzman
October 31, 1979
Page 2

increasing, as they have been of late, owners who are not forced to sell
have a tendency to hold property off the market to enjoy future price
increases. They are not taxed on their annual gains until the actual
sale is consummated. Therefore, they are earning return on their total
investment rather than on the after-tax portion of their funds. The
more rapidly prices are increasing, the more reluctance there is among
property owners to sell. Thus, because of a restricted volume of land
in the market, monopolies are created which enhance profits. An adequate
market factor is essential to keep land prices from going through the
roof and making it impossible for a majority of Oregonians to own or
rent a home. We cannot allow the growth boundary to create a monopoly
situation. This has been proven by OPEC when the supply of oil clearly
is less than the demand. This can also prove true in the case of land.
This process is already in effect here in the Portland Metropolitan Area.
I would like to cite as an example our own activities in the single family
subdivision development field. In 1975, we purchased a parcel in Gresham,
Oregon, which was developed as the Inverness Subdivision. The raw land
cost in 1975 was $6,400 per acre. In December of 1976, 18 months later,
we purchased a similar site in Gresham, Oregon, which was developed as
Marpol Ridge at a price per acre of $7,300. This is a 15 percent increase
in land in 18 months. We are presently seeking another site for a single
family development in Gresham, Oregon, and have been looking for over a
year. We submitted a written offer on similar terms as that of Marpol
Ridge at a price of $21,000 per acre. We have been unable to find land
at a lower price and this offer was rejected by the seller. That represents
a tripling of land prices in the last 2 % years.
It is most difficult to find anyone who is willing to sell their property
as it appears that they are content to hold and wait for future price
increases. The assessor in Multnomah County has used a trending factor
of 30 percent in the component of raw land from 1978 to 1979 for assessment purposes. A substantial market factor is absolutely imperative
to protect the consumer and his ability to afford a place in which to
] i ve.
Additionally, as prices of lots become excessive, people will have a
tendency to move outside of the urban growth boundary on larger acreages
or into smaller towns where they may be able to find lower priced housing.
This is, of course, wasteful of energy as well as time and is not efficient
land use nor good planning. Just because land is included within the
growth boundary in excess of that estimated for use prior to the year 2000,
does not necessarily mean that the property will have to be developed.

Mr. Jim Sitzman
October 31, 1979
Page 3

The location of growth within the boundary can be and should be controlled
by the location and installation of public sewers, water, streets, and
etc. Desirable land within the boundary can therefore be held open until
it is needed. It's availability will help to keep the price down of other
land within the boundary as developers working with the local jurisdictions
will have some choices as to which direction in which they can go. The
savings and loan industry feels that the boundary as submitted, while
not containing the market factor which we would like to see, is still
acceptable and a reasonable compromise with which all parties should be
able to live.
We urge your support and adoption of the boundary as submitted.
Respectfully submitted,

WARD V. COOK
Oregon Savings and Loan Representative
wvc/nm

ECONOMIC CONSULTANTS OREGON, Ltd.
7 November 19 79
Ray Bartlett
Urban Economist
Metropolitan Service District
527 S.W. Hall St.
Portland, OR 97201
Dear Ray:
Recently, you asked me to evaluate MSD's analysis and conclusions
concerning Metropolitan Portland's Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). In
this letter, I respond to your request.
There are three pieces of information you have given me that I
regard as especially relevant to my task. The first is the current
distribution of land between urban development and vacant land within
the UGB. See Table 1.
TABLE 1:

Developed and Vacant Land within Metropolitan
Portland's UGB, 1977 a
Acres

Land in Urban
Development
136, 696
Unconstrained
Vacant
66, 634
50% of Constrained Vacant
8, 795
Total
SOURCE:

212, 125

Percent
64.4
31.4
4.2
100.0

Phone conversation with Rav Bartlett, 2 November 19 79.

a.

I understand that the UGB coincides with Clackamas, Multnomah,
and Washington Counties excluding what you called "satellite
areas" such as Canby, Sandy, the Mount Hood Corridor, and the
like.

b.

Land in urban development consists of all parcels occupied by
firms, households, or public and semi-public uses.
"Unconstrained vacant" land refers to vacant land with less than
a 25% slope and outside the 100-year floodplain.
"Constrained vacant" land refers to vacant land with a slope of
25% or greater or lying in the 100-year floodplain. 50% of all
such land equals 8,795 acres.
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The second piece of information is your statement that the City
of Portland's "unconstrained vacant" land as/V proportion of the City's
land in urban development was about 12% in 1977. For comparison
with the data in Table 1, "unconstrained vacant" land as a proportion
of land in urban development within the region's UGB was 49% in 1977.
The third and final piece of information is MSD's estimates of
the requirements for land to the year 2 000. See Table 2. I examined
the analysis MSD used to forecast the demand for the three components
TABLE 2:

MSD's Estimates of Required Developed and Vacant Land
Acres

Total Residential Land
Requirements (net of
public lands)
85,713
Total Employment Land
Requirements (net of
public lands)
29,270
Total Public, SemiPublic Land
68,990
Subtotal
Vacant Land
Total
SOURCE:

Percent

40.4

13.8
32.5

183,973
28,152

13.3

212,125

100.0

Phone conversation with Ray Bartlett, 2 November 1979

of land (i.e., residential, employment, and public and semi-public),
and I found no large or systematic errors that would alter the forecasts measurably.
The principal issue apparently concerns the amount of vacant
land (namely, 28,152 acres) that MSD proposes to leave as, in effect,
an inventory for development. For comparison with the earlier percents I mentioned, vacant land (28,152 acres) in Table 2 as a proportion of total developed land (183,973 acres) is 15.3%. Is this too
much, too little, or just right?
In ECO's current examination of Oregon's policies on urbanization,
we found none sufficiently specific to indicate if the State actually
wants the urban growth boundaries (in the long-run) and restrictions
on the use of urbanizable land (in the short-run) to make cities more
compact and dense than they would have been in the absence of these
controls. From all the publicity and from what one can recall from
the early days of the Statewide Goals and Guidelines, one strongly suspects that the spirit of Goal 14 (buttressed by Goal 3 on Agricultural
Lands, Goal 4 on Forest Lands, and Goal 11 on Public Facilities) calls
for more compact cities. But the next and more difficult question
clearly has not been addressed either by the letter or the spirit of
the Goals and Guidelines, and their accompanying policies, namely,
how much more compact?
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Thus, neither I nor anyone else can determine if 15.3% of total
developed land is too much, too little, or just right. What I can
do, however, is suggest strongly that the boundary MSD has proposed
will make cities in the Portland Metropolitan region measurably more
compact than they would have been in its absence, provided MSD
succeeds in enforcing it.
The three pieces of information you provided tell me that in the
year 2000, MSD (with a lot of help from its friends) expects to have
contained urban development in the Portland Metropolitan Area so aggressively as to leave only 3.3% more vacant land relative to developed
land than the City of Portland had in 1977 . Given the vastly different
character of the land market in the City compared to the rest of the
region (e.g., much higher ratios of capital to land in the City), I
doubt seriously that assembling all the land-use controls available
(except, perhaps, the guns South Africa employs) will achieve the
compactness MSD's recommended UGB implies.
Sincerely,

W. Ed Whitelaw
President
Associate Professor of Economics
University of Oregon
WEW/eh

1.
If I recorded the information correctly, even this underestimates
the severity of the restrictions, because the numerator of the ratio
for Portland contains only "unconstrained vacant" acres while the
numerator of the ratio for Table 2 (i.e., "vacant land") appears to
contain both "unconstrained vacant" and "constrained vacant", both
defined in Table 1.

6 43

2 175

